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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	Test case optimisation is a crucial approach for enhancing test performance. This paper proposes a new method for optimising test cases through the application of the Hungarian algorithm. The proposed method offers significant potential to support researchers and practitioners in identifying innovative strategies for test case optimisation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Prioritization is a form of optimization. Therefore, there is no need to include both terms in the article title.
	

	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 methodology needs elaboration, follow these suggestions:

· Specify the algorithm or method employed for test case generation.

· Specify the artifact that test cases generated from (e.g. source code, bytecode, models/diagrams, graphs, requirements, etc.)

· Identify the factors used for prioritizing test cases.

· Identify the metrics used for measuring the results.

· You did not mention the test effectiveness after test case prioritization. Why?

· What is the purpose of test case optimization? Write it in the abstract.
· Highlight future directions of this study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Good, but needs major improvements.
	

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

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


	Proofreading is recommended due to minor language errors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· You have combined the introduction and related work into a single section. Please separate them into distinct sections for clarity.
· End the introduction section by clearly stating the aim of the article, followed by an outline of the article’s structure (preferably).
· The related work is disorganized, lacks structure, and lacks criticism. Suggestions for improvement include eliminating review works, discussing only empirical studies in terms of their effectiveness (based on metrics), the algorithms employed, the subjects (programs) used, comparisons with other works, and the factors used for prioritization, followed by a critique of these works (limitations).
· In the methodology, briefly introduce the Hungarian algorithm to readers and mention when it was developed.
· Be consistent; stick with one term, such as Hungarian algorithm, technique, approach, or method. Which one is correct? Choose carefully.
· Why is test case generation not mentioned in the methodology section? Which algorithm or technique was used for it?
· What measurement is used to scale results? What is the objective used for prioritization? Why is there no comparison with other works? Execution time cannot be the sole basis for prioritization, as it is a 'constraint,' not an 'objective.' Please refer to the papers 'Making the Case for MORTO: Multi-Objective Regression Test Optimization' and 'Test-Case Prioritization: Achievements and Challenges' for more clarity.
· How do we know the results are good?

· Measuring the efficiency (time) of optimized test cases is not enough without measuring their effectiveness (faults detected). If the time is reduced but the faults are not detected, the test is not effective. This is a flaw in your evaluation.

· Table 7 should be moved to the related work section.

· This work is not compared against existing studies; evaluation without comparison is not adequate.

· What subject (program) is used for the implementation? Please specify and briefly describe it.

· The number of test cases is quite low; use over 50 test cases for optimization.

· For better evaluation, use public programs for implementation, such as the SIR repository.

· It is recommended to include the pseudocode for the Hungarian algorithm.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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