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	PART 2:
	

	FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

	What has improved:

The author did implement several of our earlier recommendations:

Structure and readability

•
The title is now changed and the abstract now contains parameters (simulation horizon, α-levels, and data period).
•
Grammar, symbols (μ, σ, dt), and equation formatting are much clearer.

•
Figures and tables are better labeled, and references have been expanded (they now cite Bachelier, Black–Scholes, Merton, Cont, etc.).

Scope clarification

•
The author explicitly says the model is a simplified empirical illustration, not a forecasting tool.

•
The macroeconomic narrative is reduced, with some formal references (RBI, IMF, and NSE).

•
The methodology section now states that Monte Carlo simulation is used to approximate potential price paths, a better phrasing than before.

Presentation & language

•
English clarity improved substantially; it’s readable and academically toned.

•
Tables now show VaR and CVaR values with confidence levels (95%, 99%).
What REMAINS FUNDAMENTALLY INCORRECT:
The “exponential distribution” of W(t):

· Yes — and this remains the primary, fatal intellectual error. The line “the probability density function of W(t) is an exponential distribution” is still in the current manuscript.

· That little line is not a ‘cosmetic’ problem at all. It makes the full GBM framework—mathematically—become inoperative because If it exists, the increment of Brownian motion must be normal.

· An exponential law would lead to skewed, non-Gaussian price trajectories with different positive and negative skewness but not zero-skewness.

· Hence, the VaR/CVaR results may not be meaningful in a Gaussian diffusion model.

So yes — this single stubborn error means that the stochastic base of the model is still misspecified, and so all those appealing theoretical justifications for our subsequent results get invalid.

PSU Bank descriptive data:
· That 5.6% “mean daily return” has stayed the same — which still would imply annual growth of 70,000%. This is a basic numerical error, not about concepts itself, but it also raises the large question of how much carefully the data was cleaned or scaled.

Risk model validation:
· VaR and CVaR numbers have not yet been back-tested – the only data released are of valuation date t.
· Simulation output: Inflated parameter estimates from Monte Carlo are shown but no convergence diagnostics or confidence intervals given.


	


	PART  3: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS for this  REVISED manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this  REVISED manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept (8-10)

Revision required: (4-8)

Rejected: (0-4)
	Major Revision Required (Score ≈ 6.5/10).
· The revised manuscript exhibits clear improvement in structure and language but retains core quantitative and econometric weaknesses. 

· Theoretical corrections, empirical validation (normality and volatility tests), and VaR/CVaR backtesting must be implemented before the study can be considered methodologically sound. 

· Further revision focusing on reproducibility, data integrity, and proper GBM formulation is strongly recommended.
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