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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The manuscript provides insights into trade-offs between computational efficiency and model accuracy in large-scale ML applications.
The manuscript reveals that dimensionality reduction significantly reduce training time across all the observed models, however, slight improvements was observed in inference time, indicating that dimensionality reduction had more profound impact on training rather than prediction efficiency. It further reveals that dimensionality reduction has more effect on computational efficiency rather than model accuracy.
The manuscript also highlights the challenges and future research work, these pave ways for future researchers to dive in. 
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	Yes the manuscript appears to be scientifically correct and relevant to the evolving research in the field based on the methods, case study employed, result analysis, and interpretations presented. The author has employed appropriate dataset for the experiment, and the conclusions are generally supported by the data. However, a few areas may require further clarification or improvement to enhance scientific rigor. Specifically, correct the typos, and use some charts and figures for easy interpretation. Addressing these points would strengthen the scientific and overall quality of the manuscript.
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