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	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 article provides valuable contributions to the research community because it completely investigates the effectiveness and limitations of classical and robust linear discrimination analysis (LDA) methods with the issue of imbalanced datasets that numerous disciplines encounter in practice, particularly in high-dimensional and real world data. Using both simulated datasets as well as practical datasets offers valuable insights into comparative results providing valid theoretical principles such as the central limit theorem and data dependency theory around classifier performance in particular. Additionally, the introduction and evaluation of the Mean Variance Cloning Technique (MVCT) in combination with other methods provides unique contributions to the fields of imbalance, outliers, and data contamination in classification problems. The evaluation discusses key recommendations for practitioners and researchers around essentially when and why you should select certain methods of purely discriminant analysis, while also contributing to a better understanding around how to utilize discriminant analysis methods in best practice for application rebuilding methodology in data-driven inquiry.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "Problems of Imbalanced Sample Sizes in the Context of Linear Discriminant Analysis," is fitting as it directly addresses the focus and scope of the manuscript by researching challenges and solutions relating to Linear Discriminant Analysis (LDA) with imbalanced datasets using both classical and robust methodologies. The title captures the main theme and indicates its relevance to readers interested in statistical classification and issues of data imbalances.
	

	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.


	Overall, the abstract can be described as comprehensive, since it conveys the motivation, methodology, primary findings, and implications for Linear Discriminant Analysis applied to imbalanced datasets. Both classical and robust alternatives to LDA are mentioned, the Mean Variance Cloning Technique is introduced, and there is discussion on performance in contaminated and real-world samples. However, there are points of clarity and completeness that might be developed:

Consider stating the datasets and real-world applications as examples, whether by dataset name (e.g. Pima Diabetes, stroke, or cancer) or usage scenarios, to place the study in a practical perspective.

Consider briefly summarizing comparative metrics and evaluation criteria used (e.g. accuracy, standard deviation, or performance thresholds) in order to demonstrate the impact and rigor more extensively.

Consider clarifying the key conclusion regarding the advantages and disadvantages of each method under study (CFLDA vs RFLDA), and in which application contexts it may be preferred for practitioners.

Some technical detail or terminology in the abstract could benefit from brief context or definition (e.g. homoscedasticity violation, contaminated, data dependency theory), for clarity for readers with broad audiences.

While the abstract encapsulates the major findings and novelty in the write-up, more refinement of these sections would help elicit greater accessibility to expert readers, and may strengthen the impact of the study's implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, using standard statistical approaches to address significant classification challenges arising from imbalanced and contaminated datasets, with established and clearly articulated statistical approaches, including classical and robust Linear Discriminant Analysis (LDA), Monte Carlo simulation, and Mean Variance Cloning Techniques. The authors rigorously test their models on both simulated and real datasets (including Pima Indians Diabetes, stroke, and cancer detection) to validate theoretical relevance and reproducibility of the empirical research. Conclusions are warranted according to the comparisons the authors make using suitable performance metrics, and reportedly align with the literature and theoretical principles in a transparent way (for example, the central limit theorem and data dependency theory) that offers additional evidence of scientific soundness. The discussion makes appropriate reference to the literature/test data, maintaining methodological transparency, and there are no apparent methodological errors or unwarranted interpretations of the evidence or results presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Overall, the manuscript’s reference list is adequate and timely, but including additional high-impact reviews or methodological guides would further enhance its scholarly depth.
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