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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	The manuscript is important for scientists applied to novel deep learning architectures that shed new light on the solving of some of the main challenges of AI. This addresses the problems of data efficiency, computation cost and interpretability, presents new approaches as neuroevolution, spiking neural networks, capsule networks and quantum machine learning. These paradigms go beyond conventional deep learning systems, making AI systems more dynamic, adaptable, scalable, and energy-efficient. Moreover, the manuscript emphasizes the importance of the ethical and social implications of these advanced models, aiming to guarantee that future AI advancements are responsible, equitable, and in concordance with human principles. Which in turn, guides the practitioners towards a productive use of the latest AI techniques while working with an exciting technology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title INDIRECTLY describes the manuscript that proposes novel deep learning paradigms of research directions. But it could be more specific in its emphasis on the main ideas of alternative architectures, traditional deep learning challenges and novel solutions.
Suggested Alternative Titles: → Beyond that of conventional deep learning methodology 
1. "Neural Networks in Disguise: Alternative Modular Architectures for Humans and Machines"
2.  “Beyond the Black Box: Building Scalability And Interpretability Into Deep Learning Models”
3.  "Inspired from a New Paradigm: Alternative Solutions to Defeat Limitations of AI. Decoupled Neural Interfaces using Synthetic States

	

	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.

	The abstract effectively outlines unconventional deep learning architectures but can be refined by explicitly stating traditional challenges, clarifying each alternative approach’s contribution, and emphasizing ethical concerns. Adding a forward-looking statement on future research directions would enhance its impact. Reducing redundancy and refining wording will improve clarity and reader engagement.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	As the book systematically introduces some of the supreme concepts in deep learning--including neuroevolution, spiking neural networks, capsule networks and quantum machine learning, it seems reliable on a scientific plane. The explanations in it agree with existing literature, and technical details, real-world examples and ethical considerations all help make it even more reliable.
However, if we were looking for something conclusive in terms of the mathematical foundations, experimental outcomes etc we would have to delve deeper into these areas. Additionally, systematic comparisons of conventional vs. unconventional architectures and practical challenge examples would really up its scientific grade. Where necessary, review of specific sections can increase confidence for readers by clarification as well validation of the claims.

	

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

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

	Yes


	

	Optional/General comments

	



	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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