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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
The findings of this article have made a significant contribution to the body of knowledge

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? because the numerical analysis demonstrates the comparison of two methods.

(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

The title should be more specific on the method use. “Predicting Dengue Outbreaks in

2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable? Cagayan de Oro, Philippines using Facebook Prophets and the ARIMA Model for Time Series

(If not please suggest an alternative title) Forecasting”

The abstract should be concise and condensed, including an introduction, method, results,

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? and conclusion.

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? This article compares two different methodologies. The author has detailed every piece of
evidence that supports their findings. | had hoped, however, for a more elaborate
conclusion.

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? The author have provide all the evidence towards their findings in detail. However |
expecting more convincing on their conclusion regarding on their result.

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of The reference list should be formatted correctly. Only fifty percent of the references are from

additional references, please mention in the review form. the past five years.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide I discovered that there are a number of formatting errors. Before resubmitting the article,

additional suggestions/comments) could you please check to see that the author has followed the formatting guideline?

Would it be possible to put the algorithm flow chart in this article?

Minor REVISION comments

1. Islanguage/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly The language is suitable for academic communication because it is moderate.

communications?

Optional/General comments Please check to see that the format for the figure, table, and list of references follows the
requirements provided by the publisher.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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