Dear Editor, 
We are thankful to the reviewers for appreciating the strength of our article. We are also thankful for their valuable comments and suggestions which helped us to improve the manuscript entitled “Shoplifting Detection using Hybrid Neural Network CNN-BiLSMT and Development of Benchmark Dataset”. The revised version has been prepared to address the reviewers’ suggestions/comments. We have tried our best to answer their questions here and also included the relevant information in the revised paper as well. The author’s responses to the reviewers’ comments are highlighted here in highlight color whereas the actual modifications necessary to be made in the paper are accentuated with track changes. Detailed responses to the reviewers’ comments are given below.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Reviewer: 3 
Comment - 1:  To understand the behavior of the CNN model and its ability to generalize, it is important to analyze the error curves, comparing the performance on the training and validation sets.

Answer: We do honour this value able comment. We have added confusion matrix, precision, recall, F1-measure and AUC. (Please see table 2, 3, 4, 5). 

Comment - 2: Accuracy alone does not consider class imbalance, systematic errors, or other nuances of the dataset. Relying solely on accuracy as a metric to evaluate model performance may overlook these factors. It is important to consider additional metrics that provide a more comprehensive assessment of the model, such as precision, recall, F1-score, or area under the ROC curve (AUC-ROC).

Answer: Thanks for this comments. We have incorporated the changes. (Please see table 2, 3, 4, 5).
Comment - 3: Regarding the optimization of the deep learning ensemble model, it would be helpful to know the specific techniques or approaches used in the optimization process. Additionally, explaining the rationale behind choosing a particular architecture for the model would provide further insights into the decision-making process

Answer:  Thanks for your valuable comment. We have incorporated the changes.  (Please see  Lines: 352 – 361,  431 - 444, Page No. 10, 11).


Comment - 4:  The 80/20 split for dataset partitioning is a common practice, where 80% of the data is used for training and the remaining 20% for validation or testing. However, it would be beneficial to clarify whether the split was made randomly or if any specific considerations were taken into account during the partitioning process.

Answer: The split was made randomly (Line 466)

Comment - 5:  The section labeled as "Results and Discussion" appears to be more suitable as a conclusion section, and it would be appropriate to make this correction to ensure the coherence of the report's structure.

Answer:   We have made changes as suggested. 
Comment - 6:  In Line 394, a reference is missing. Please provide the missing reference or revise the sentence accordingly.
Answer:   The change has been made as required. 
Comment – 7: Some figures need to be improve in their resolution and quality.
Answer: The figures quality has been improved as suggested. 


Thanks to the editor and reviewers once again,
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