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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 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 
 

 
Real time traffic and crash prediction is significant, which can effectively 
reduce the likelihood of crashes and to improve post-crash response. In this 
paper, the author(s) developed GoogleNet Convolutional Neural Network to 
classify road conditions and predict crashes along Ondo – Akure single 
carriage highway in Nigeria. Then, by the empirical experiments, the 
author(s) showed the effective performance of the used model. 
 
The topic of this paper is interesting and significant. I have the following 
comments: 
 
1. In Table 1, the author(s) used "one-time random seed" to divide data into 

training and validation sets by a ratio of 70:30. I suggested that it is better 
to use "cross validation", i.e., uses multiple random seeds, such as 5 
random seeds, to obtain the final performance by mean and standard 
error. In this way, it also makes us to observe the fluctuation of the 
model's performance. 

2. The figures, e.g., Figures 2, 3, and 5, look not so clear; it's best to use 
pixel-level images. 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
There are several tiny issues: 
 
1. In Ref. 3, "Xiaochi, w." should be "Xiaochi, W. ". 
 
2. In Refs. 3 and 17, the year "2013" appeared repetitively. 
 
In addition, in References, there are some format inconsistencies, for example, the 
journal name in Refs. 14 and 17, sometimes italics, sometimes not. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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