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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

 

a) Literature review 

 

The paper presents the development of a 

polynomial and enumeration formulas of 

orthogonal codes. 

 

Only in the introduction, the authors provide the 

information about similar developments in other 

10 papers.  

 

However, in order to highlight the importance of 

the paper´s proposition, it is recommendable for 

the authors to assess the possibility of improving 

the literature review, presenting other studies 

that could help to situate their research and also 

to discuss the shown solutions.  

 

b) Empirical implications 

 

The orthogonality is such a huge relevant issue 

in modelling, e.g., catastrophic events or financial 

crisis (Bierens & Martins, 2010).  

 

The authors could assess the possibility of 

improving the empirical implications of the 

paper on the “An example” topic, making the link 

between theoretical robustness of the 

propositions and some empirical effects. 

 



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

 

c) Conclusions 

 

All papers need a conclusion, mainly in order to 

point out the main implications of the research. 

 

Therefore, it is also recommendable to authors 

to develop a topic named “Conclusion”. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
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