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Review Form 1.6

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

1) The term "Validation" may be questionable. It seems to me that you assume that
your "comprehensive and robust methodology provides the correct answers and you
validate other methods against those results. | think you should have more discussion
what you mean by "validation" in this context or you could change the term to a more
general one.

2) "However, the use of DOE ... cannot be used for prediction purposes [4]". You
should explain this more and not just have one reference. You should also discuss the
relationship to regression modelling (next sentence). Further, you say: "Due to the DOE
limitations, these study designs cannot be used for regression modelling." Explain the
limitations and why the DOE study designs cannot be used for regression modelling.
3) Explain and discuss how your method solves the limitations. Is this method your
own invention or from the literature (reference?)? If it is your own, you could coin a
name for it.

4) You could clarify/illustrate the phases of the method, possibly with a diagram/chart.
You have listed them very shortly in a paragraph: "Therefore, this study was
designed..."

5) "...fuzzy was marginally better than MLR". You should define/discuss what you mean
by better (See item 1 above).

6) "...demonstrated that constructed model's accuracy and forecasting capability". Do
you mean: "demonstrated the accuracy and forecasting capability” in comparison to ...
7) Check that you have defined all the abbreviations DOE, MLR, MSE and so on. DOE is
important and you should have a definition and reference for the concept. Maybe you
could explain also "bootstrapping”.

8) | suggest that you move the R-syntax to an appendix or have a new section with a
short preamble for this technical part of the text. You can use a smaller font for y, x1,
x2, x3, x4 and have only one line for each of the variables.

Minor REVISION comments

a) Use consistently "Table 1", "Figure 1" and so on. Correct "table 3.1".

b) Use consistently xij1 or Xijl in tables and in the text.

c) Provide a reference for the book by Walpole R.E. al. also in the references list.

d) "variables ' matrix" should be "variables' matrix"

e) "ranging from 0, 1 and -1" consider changing "0, 1 and -1"

f) Consider changing "R syntax were summarized in this section" to "R syntax is summarized"
and corresponding changes throughout the text. Check the use of the present and past tense
in the text. Be consistent.

g) Is it possible to provide matrix equations and present the method and its flow of steps with
these equations?

h) "R. syntax" ?

i) Maybe you should mention earlier in the text (Introduction) that you demonstrate the method
with the data from the literature.

j) Check typesetting and page breaks in the final version.

k) (p<0.001) use consistently one notation, not (P<0001).

I) Check the English language: "combine and robust" should be "combined and robust". "To
quantify that how..." change "To quantify how..."

Optional/General comments

| suggest that the authors add more discussion and explain their method more clearly with
comparisons (and references) to corresponding methods in the literature. In this respect,
summarise your key findings and discuss the shortcomings of your work. Avoid exaggerating
the importance of the results.
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PART 2:

Reviewer’s comment

IAuthor’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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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