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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

abstract should be rewritten to reflect the
novelty of the research

Line 21. Often in practice............. fail. That
statement is over stated and it’s not correct. Real
world experiments have noise in the data and
cardinal statistical methods are many times
applied to model them.

Consider re-sectioning or indexing your
manuscript to interest the reader with your
contribution.

The research should reduce on rewriting the

The abstract was rewritten to reflect the
originality of the work

This has been corrected

already known facts in all sections and instead Ok , noted
refer to them. E.g., with the Cholesky procedure

Minor REVISION comments Corrected
Ref 17, the initial of the author should be
capitalized i.e. P not p.
lines 150 & 181, spelling of Oettli corrected

it looks like self citation is apparent which could
bring yawns in the validity of the study and
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scope of research.

Optional /General comments Ok

1. The paper is not clearly pointing out the
researcher’s contribution, and this is due to poor
sectioning.

2. The paper should be published with minor Ok
corrections,

3. Ilike the conclusion when it points out that more | Thank you
research could be done in the same area or line.
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