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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This topic/manuscript is relevant because Deepfakes are impacting the society. In some instances it is utilised by cybercriminals and malicious actors adopting advanced AI tools and techniques for the wrong reasons. The article also highlights software systems helpful for detecting and combating deepfakes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable, however the author should ensure that the title case option is used (capitalize each word) consistently in the title i.e. Deep Fake Detection Using Deep Learning; A Review
	

	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.


	The abstract discusses deepfakes and misinformation, highlights specific techniques such as CNNs/RNNs and points to practical resources (mentioned Papers with Code), which is good.  I believe it requires consistency in terminology, grammar and sentence clarity. For example, the use of "Deepfake" and "Deep fake" indicates inconsistency in the abstract. This sentence: “Because of this enhancement anyone can easily create propaganda” can be better rephrased. The word enhancement can be replaced with the word "growth" or "development".  Lastly, the abstract moves between statements without a clear transition. For instance, it starts with social media, then pivots to technology and deepfakes, and then abruptly lists techniques. I recommend a clearer structure i.e. problem, solution, techniques and resources.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is factual, however, the transition between sections in the article should be reviewed for consistency. For example, section 2.2.1 in the manuscript should be reviewed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient. However, in the list of references, there are grammatical errors that should be rectified. For example the 20th reference (and a number of other references) have a comma (wrongly) inserted at the begining. “,Lakshmanan Nataraj, Tajuddin Manhar Mohammed, B. S. Manjunath, Shivkumar Chan- drasekaran, Arjuna Flenner, Jawadul H. Bappy, Amit K. Roy-Chowdhury.Detecting GAN gen- erated Fake Images using Co-occurrence Matrices, Electronic Imaging: Media Watermarking, Security, and Forensics, 2019, pp 532-1 - 532-7. https://doi.org/10.2352/ISSN.2470-1173. 2019.5.MWSF-532”. The word “accessed” was misspelt in the 25th reference etc.


	

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


	The language quality requires significant improvement. As earlier mentioned, there are a number of inconsistencies in the manuscript including (but not limited to) this sentence in Section 2.2: “back Propagation Through Time (BPTT) algorithm to Determine the gradient.” This should be: “Back Propagation Through Time (BPTT) algorithm to determine the gradient”
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Share the methodology/reason for choosing the datasets and software discussed in sections 4 & 5

2. Avoid the use of Google Scholar links in references.
3. The writing has a number of grammatical issues and awkward phrasing. See manuscript for more details. For example you have some words with hyphens inserted i.e. mate- rials instead of materials etc.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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