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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This manuscript addresses a significant and practical gap in the Business Intelligence (BI) literature. While Power BI is widely used in industry, there is a lack of empirical, comparative studies on the performance of its different time intelligence models. The research provides robust, quantitative evidence on the efficiency of Auto-Time Intelligence (ATI), Custom Calendar Tables (CCT), and Semantic Calendar Models (SCM), which is highly valuable for BI developers, IT teams, and data architects. The findings offer actionable insights for optimizing report performance and infrastructure costs, making a direct contribution to both academic knowledge and professional practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is suitable and accurately reflects the manuscript's content. It clearly states the subjects of comparison (ATI, CCT, SCM), the tool (Power BI), and the focus (performance and applications). It is concise and informative for the target audience.
	

	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 is well-structured and comprehensive. It effectively outlines the research problem, methodology, key findings (CCT's superiority), and the study's contribution. To further strengthen it, consider adding a single sentence to explicitly mention the methodological pillars, e.g., "...using quantitative benchmarking, statistical analysis (ANOVA, Tukey's HSD), and environmental monitoring." This would immediately signal the study's empirical rigor to the reader.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. The methodology is clearly described and appropriate for the research objectives. The use of a standardized dataset, controlled visualizations, Performance Analyzer, and Windows Task Manager ensures valid and reliable measurements. The application of statistical tests (ANOVA, Tukey's HSD) to validate the observed performance differences is a major strength and adds significant scientific credibility to the findings. The discussion logically interprets the results in the context of existing literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and appropriately recent, covering both foundational texts (e.g., Clark, 2020) and very recent community and industry sources (2024, 2025). The literature review table is excellent and effectively contextualizes the study. One potential addition could be a reference to the official Microsoft documentation or whitepapers on Power BI performance optimization to further anchor the practical guidance.
	

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


	The language quality is generally very good. The writing is clear, professional, and appropriate for a scholarly audience. There are a few minor grammatical slips and typos (e.g., "Datsset Source", "Caledar" in Table 1, an extra comma in "three, time intelligence") that should be corrected in a final proofread. These do not detract from the overall clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is an excellent, well-executed study. The structure is logical, and the use of tables and figures effectively presents the complex results. The separation of theoretical and practical implications is particularly insightful. The link to the dataset is a great addition for reproducibility. Ensure all figure captions are present (the images are referenced but their captions/descriptions are not visible in the text, e.g., what do image1, image2, image3 show?). Minor proofreading is recommended to catch small errors.
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