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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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.
	The manuscript addresses the application of mathematical trend functions, descriptive statistics, error metrics, and ANOVA to asset-value data. The topic is relevant to mathematical modelling and quantitative analysis of financial data. The attempt to compare linear, quadratic, and cubic trend functions provides a potentially useful framework for demonstrating how different deterministic functions behave under proportional growth. However, the scientific contribution is presently limited by the very small and highly deterministic dataset and by several methodological and statistical issues that require clarification. The manuscript could become more useful if the authors provide a stronger justification of the dataset, statistical procedures, model-selection
criteria, and practical interpretation of the findings.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
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	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with minor modification suggested.
The title generally reflects the subject of the manuscript. However, the term “Comparative Study” should be justified by a more explicit and systematic comparison of the three trend functions. The authors should also ensure consistency between the title, dataset, mathematical model, and stated objectives.
	




	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO – Revision required.
The abstract presents the main findings but contains several unclear or contradictory statements. In particular, the description of “Quadratic, Cubic and Cubic trends” should be corrected. The claims concerning normality and heavy-tailed distributions should be reconsidered and supported by appropriate statistical evidence. The abstract should clearly state the dataset size, methodology, principal quantitative findings, and limitations of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO – Major revision required.
The mathematical formulation requires clearer presentation and verification. The statistical methodology also needs substantial clarification. The manuscript uses a very small, deterministic dataset in which observations are proportional to one another. Consequently, the interpretation of ANOVA significance, normality assessment, and risk/volatility requires careful justification. The authors should explain the assumptions underlying the two-way ANOVA and demonstrate that those assumptions are appropriate for the data structure. The model-selection claim that the linear trend is the “best fit” should also be supported by explicitly reported error metrics for all competing models.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO – Some improvement is required.
The manuscript contains a reasonable number of references, including recent publications, but the literature review should be strengthened with more directly relevant recent studies on deterministic trend modelling, financial time-series analysis, model validation, and statistical assumptions. References should also be checked carefully for consistency, completeness, journal names, formatting, DOI information where applicable, and bibliographic accuracy.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO major ethical issue is apparent from the manuscript.
However, the authors should clearly identify the source of the financial/asset data and explain whether the data are publicly available. The AI-use declaration should also be retained and should accurately describe the actual use of AI-assisted tools.
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