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Review Form 3

PART 1: Comments

Reviewer’'s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight
that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Please write a few sentences regarding the
importance of this manuscript for the scientific
community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

While to machine learning approach chosen in this work is of value to the scientific community, its
implementation was not robust. The mathematical relations/algorithms associated this ML technique was
completely absent in this work. It was simply a black-box type of implementation. The choice of data
partitioning ratio, error analysis etc. was not properly presented. The paper reads like a student term-
paper rather than an original journal manuscript.

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Yes

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some
points in this section? Please write your
suggestions here.

1. The abstract lacks any quantitative information. Things like prediction accuracy ranges, errors etc.
should be included.

2. Machine learning can be heavily statistical and so it is important to show that its use preserves
the physics or is representative of the phenomena.

3. Your conclusion on the performance of ‘bagging ensemble’ relative to XX is too vague.

Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please
write here.

It is hard to say, considering to physics was presented. Only ML prediction of a very limited data was
presented. Perhaps, testing the data on other data or adding more physical context to the discussion
would add value to the paper.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you
have suggestions of additional references, please
mention them in the review form.

The references are grossly insufficient.

Consider adding the following to the ANN patrt if you find them relevant.
a. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jtice.2017.02.005

b. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rinma.2019.100012

Is the language/English quality of the article
suitable for scholarly communications?

There are too many typos and font inconsistencies.

Optional/General comments

1. Page 1 paragraph 2: This should be the first paragraph and should clearly identify where
Ensemble ML was applied and where ANN/etc. was applied.
2. Page 4 paragraph 1. what version of Python? Discuss the validity and source of your data
(preferably in a separate section). State how you arrived at your data partitioning ratio.
3. Page 4, las paragraph: Inadequate citations in section 2.1 (BST) and none in section 2.2 (ANN).
Consider adding the following to the ANN part if you find them relevant.
a. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jtice.2017.02.005
b. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rinma.2019.100012
4. Section 3.0. No dept in discussion of result. The results, as presented, have little value to the
scientific community.

PART 2:

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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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