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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Summary  

The paper reviews deepfake detection methods that use deep learning. It introduces various deep learning models, including CNNs, RNNs, autoencoders, GANs, diffusion models, and transformers. The paper explains how these models are used to identify altered images, videos, and audio. It also covers publicly available datasets and software tools for deepfake detection, such as Sentinel, Sensity, and FakeCatcher, as well as the current challenges in this area.  

3. Weaknesses  

• Language and Grammar Issues: The paper has several grammatical errors, inconsistent tense usage, awkward phrasing, and punctuation mistakes, which affect readability. For example, "Due to the wide availability of content... has made it easy..." should be restructured.  

• Redundancy: Some points, like explaining CNNs multiple times, are repeated unnecessarily.  

• Lack of Critical Comparison: Although many techniques are introduced, critical analysis or comparison of methods is limited.  

• Missing Citations in Key Areas: Some statements need proper references or are too general, such as “Recent studies suggest...”.  
• Figures and Diagrams: While Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 are mentioned, they are not described clearly or linked to specific parts of the text.  

• Unclear Objective: The goal of the paper shifts between being a tutorial and a research survey, which may confuse readers.  

• Poor Section Numbering: The formatting in section numbering is inconsistent. For instance, 2.1.1 appears under 2 without a 2.1.  

• Typographical Errors: There are many misspellings and awkward line breaks, like "faceforensics :Learning." and “GENs” instead of GANs.  

________________________________________  

4. Suggestions for Improvement  

• Language Polishing: Use editing tools or a language editor to correct grammatical errors and enhance readability.  

• Add Comparison Tables: Include tables that compare model performance in terms of accuracy, speed, and robustness.  

• Enhance Figures: Use better-labeled and referenced figures to clarify workflows, architectures, or datasets.  

• Use Consistent Notation: Make sure sectioning, naming conventions, and acronym usage are consistent throughout the document.  

• Strengthen Conclusion: Expand the conclusion to discuss future trends such as multimodal learning, or synthetic media regulation.  
• Reference Quality: Format all references consistently in a chosen citation style, like IEEE or APA, and verify their accessibility.  

• Highlight Contributions: Include a clear statement of contribution early in the introduction, such as "This paper aims to...". 
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