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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This is completely based on the AI and NLP , which dynamically attends to both the image and the question to ensure better alignment between the two modalities.The primary goal of this project is to develop a system that can accurately answer questions about images by understanding both the visual content and the corresponding question, written in Nepali
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Modular Co-Attention Networks in Nepali Visual Question Answering Systems
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	1.Please focus the abstract on your study and your results because did not mentioned

experimental evaluations like accuracy.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	Objective of the paper, Literature Review, Data Set details 
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	The Modular Co-Attention Network, which is adopted for a low-resource language like Nepali. The design leverages both visual and textual co-attention mechanisms, ensuring a comprehensive understanding of complex image-question interactions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	Yes
	

	Minor REVISION comments

Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The paper is well-written, but a few sentences are unclear and may require rephrasing. Ensure

consistent use of terminology throughout the manuscript.And few words are used repeatedly like VQA  

	

	Optional/General comments


	1.Deatail information about data set.
2.Lack of details about figure 3,4,and 5
3.Section 4.1 add some more about RPN and mention clearly about bounding boxes and region of interest.

4.5.1 tables data values are not clear, and measure the values 
5.in 6.2 table Comparison with State-of-the-art Work is little bit confusion.

6.Not clarity on the results.

7.No clarity about data set size and training and testing data.

8.The results are to  presented clearly,  some key trends   need more emphasis. Discussion is not there.

9.Comparison with other methods only showing in the table without any specifications and details of the other data..
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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