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 Reviewer’s comment 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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

(1) Authors are suggested to introduce the  modulation 

technology, especially for the block mean modulation technology 

in detail. 

(2) Authors should compare their algorithm with the similar 

algorithm in Section 3. 

(3) The embedding capacity is an important index to evaluate a 

watermarking algorithm.  Authors are suggested to make 

discussion about these index about their algorithm. 

(4) Authors should introduce their test data in detail. What is their 

watermark? How to get the videos of Family and Conference by 

other researchers? To show the transparency of their algorithm, 

they also suggested to offer some I-frames with or without 

watermarking.  

(5) The conclusion section is terrible.  The conclusion should 

summarize the main results and describe authors' contribution  in 

the paper. I cannot find the compression rate of 26:1 in the whole 

paper except the conclusion. Authors cannot make new result in 

conclusion section.  

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

(1) Equations are not clear. Authors are suggested to reedit these 

equations with the software of Mathtype. 

(2) There are some typos. For example, the last sentence of 

Introduction should be "The embedding process is based on ...". 

(3) For the title of subsection 2.1, the semicolon should be 

removed. 

(4) For Fig. 1, authors are suggested to describe it in brief in 

Section 2. 

(5) If the block mean modulation technology is proposed by 

authors, they should mark it with the corresponding reference. 
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