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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.

In my opinion, this manuscript can be considered as an important contribution to the community. By
addressing the limitations of classical multiple regression models and demonstrating the effectiveness
of optimization techniques through PCR, the study offers insights into improving predictive accuracy
and model performance. Additionally, the findings emphasize the role of safety constructs, such as
management commitment and safety training, in enhancing employee productivity, which can inform
better safety management practices in similar industrial contexts.

Very good. Thank you.

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

The title is descriptive and conveys the study's main focus.

Okay. Thank you.

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.

The abstract mentions the use of sensitivity analysis and principal component regression but does not
clearly state the specific research questions or hypotheses being addressed. Adding a brief mention of
the study's goals would make the abstract more informative.

Terms like "Gaussian method" or "optimization technique" might not resonate with all readers.
Consider simplifying or briefly explaining these terms to make the abstract accessible to a broader
audience.

The Abstract has been updated based on the comment of the 2
Reviewer which captures the goals of the study. However, a typical
abstract in technical report writing captures 5 items, viz: i) Aim of
study; ii) scope; iii) methodology; iv) major finding and v) major
recommendation. The issue of hypothesis should be presented in the
body of manuscript not in Abstract. Also, further clarification has been
made in the body of the manuscript with respect to optimization &
gaussian method for solving simultaneous equations.

Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please
write here.

The manuscript employs valid statistical methods to analyze the relationship between safety
parameters and employee productivity. These methods are appropriate for handling the study's
research questions and dataset, and the results are presented clearly. Some improvements suggested
would be to explain unusual results such as R square>100% (section 3.4.1), and acknowledgment of
limitations related to data collection and analysis.

Some explanation as per mathematical relationship between R-
squared values and sum of squares due to deviation or residual &
outliers, over total sum of squares has been presented in section 2.4
of the revised manuscript. The availability of data i.e. number of
respondents for OGI is 97 while those of the multinational is 158. The
higher respondents in multinational showed improvement in the
goodness of fit for the simple linear regression models for Figure 3 as
compared to the indigenous in Figure 2.

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

The manuscript includes a sufficient number of references, with some recent studies.

Okay!

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

| found a grammatical error on page 3, under the “safety knowledge” paragraph, 15t line: “understanding
that employees has regards to safety protocols”. It should be has instead of have. The phrase "The
goodness of fit values are most likely to exceed the maximum limit of 100% in classical multiple
regression models" (section 3.4.1) could be rephrased for clarity.

Corrections effected with respect to grammatical errors.

Optional/General comments

The issues | noticed in this paper are mostly fixable and not to do with the findings itself.

Thank you. The grammatical and typographical errors have been
corrected.

PART 2:

Reviewer’s comment

IAuthor’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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