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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

THIS COMMENT IS FOR THE EDITOR. | mentioned that before, the manuscript
should be formatted for review with one column and line numbers. It is not possible
to refer to line# and make comments. Example (line 22 the word xxx should be
expressed as YYY). Please make sure the editor provide the right format for review.
The format for publication should not be reviewer concern. Thank you.

please make this paper clearer and explain your results (learning and testing data)

Minor REVISION comments

It is not clear about “192 transmitted speeches was developed”, You mention 64 originals,
from where the 192 came from? Did you process it to increase the data base to 192.
Please clarify the abstract (change Was -> were)

Page 1 the continuation of the paragraph looks like “not easily quality” should be corrected
Also, it is a running sentence please brake to two.

“ between 1 for bad quality to 5’ should change to “and 5”

“sample transmitted or processed speeches does not occupy this same range of quality
score as that of Subjective MOS score.” Not a clear sentence and wrong grammar.

From this point I'm not going to correct the grammar. Please let a native English speaker to
go over the manuscript. There are many run on sentences.

Check formulas 1 and 2 (4.999 — 0.999) are you missing a variable in the denominator? Or
it is just 4. What is the resining to show it like this? Should be explained.

Please increase the quality of the figures.
Table 1 header should be clear.

The experiment is not clear: It is important to state what data you use for the development
of the algorithm and what data was used for testing. You stated 64 subject data and
unclear 192 segments ? (please explain what is the 192) What portion of the data is used
for learning (develop the test cases) and what was used to test.

64 speech files are the original speech files which were each transmitted over
three (3) different mobile wireless networks (64 x 3 =192 transmitted speech
files). ‘was’ developed, because it is one (1) database consisting of 64 original
and 192 transmitted speech files.

This is an arrangement error on page 1, but | have re-arranged it.

Corrected. The whole article was read over again and all necessary
grammatical and run on sentences were corrected. Some of these were
highlighted in yellow.

Nothing is missing in the denominator. That is the way they were stated in
references [12] and [19].

Table 1 heading reframed.

The issues surrounding 192 has been explained above. The quality estimation
algorithm is not a learning machine algorithm, so there are no learning or
testing data. This is purely a case where original speeches were recorded and
transmitted over three mobile telecommunication networks to generate 192
transmitted speeches. Both corresponding original and degraded (transmitted)
speeches were fed into the speech quality estimation model and perceptual
features compared to determine the quality score of the transmitted speech,
and so on.

Optional/General comments
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(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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