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1.What's the paper's content ? 
In this paper, the writer talks about the properties of an ideal shape descriptor first. And then discusses the advantages and weakness of shape contexts. One of the problems is the rotation invariance of shape contexts is dependent on the tangent at every boundary point. That is unstable and also prevents the shape contexts from being able to be applied to more general cases other than the boundary based shape representations. To solve this, the writer introduces a new shape descriptor based on Rotation-invariant shape contexts and fast Fourier transformation (FFT). The second part is the details of the descriptor. Experiments are given in the third part. It shows some improvements of shape contexts. 

2.What's the main contribution ? 

The main contribution is introduced FFT into shape contexts which makes shape contexts more robust to noisy and the shift problem.

3.Is the paper well motivated, i.e. are there sound justifications for the  approach ? 

The method is simple and useful. It does have some improvements based on FFT. 

4.Is the paper technically sound? 

This paper combines the advantages of shape contexts and FFT. It improves the shape contexts more robust to noisy and it is able to solve some shift problems in computer vision. 

5.Are the references sufficient ? 

The references are really insufficient. Both shape contexts and FFT are well known algorithms. They are accomplishments by many forerunners. 
 
6.Is the paper readable ? 

The paper is well organized and easy to understand. 

7.Are the experiments and results convincing? 

There is only one example in the experiments. The result table is also too simple to convince people to accept their idea. It should give more categories of examples and do enough tests before giving the result. During the experiments, the author did not give reasonable explanations on how to choose the parameters and why.

8.Would you suggest to publish the paper?

My suggestion is rejection. Although the idea is novel and simple, the experiments are far away from enough. In order to make this paper more convincible, here are some comments:
1. Do more experiments based on some different kinds of input shapes or images.
2. Compare the method to other famous algorithms in the same field and show the result based on a sufficient number of tests.

