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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 (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.


	The paper is highly valuable for those in the field. Few studies on this subject and the specified thresholds have been published. The author's key insight is establishing thresholds for testing that provide the necessary parameters for the presented conclusion.

The author also made a sound choice in choosing the analysis model, bringing robustness to the presented results.

Although the methodology is well-described, I felt that the objective in the introduction was not adequately presented, and I also felt that the application of the study was lacking. Note: I'm not saying the manuscript isn't applicable; I'm just saying the author didn't properly highlight the study's applications in a practical context.

Another point worth noting is the difficulty in replicating the model due to its complexity, particularly regarding threshold definitions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title represents the manuscript and is appropriate to the work presented.
	

	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 clear and direct, presenting the objective, the methodology applied, and the results. In my opinion, it's quite comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct, but as previously stated, I missed highlights and explanations of the objective within the introduction and presentation of the applicability of the results obtained in the practical context.
	

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

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


	It´s ok.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I really enjoyed reading the manuscript. It's clear and clearly demonstrates how the results were obtained. My only additional comments are those mentioned above: the work could be further enhanced by the inclusion of more detailed explanations of the objectives in the introduction and the practical application of the results in the conclusion.

Another point worth noting is the difficulty in replicating the model due to its complexity, particularly regarding threshold definitions.

The manuscript is very good, with a clear methodology, and the results justify the conclusions. The weaknesses presented above are merely considerations that could further improve the manuscript, such as including and clarifying the objective in the introduction and the practical applications in the conclusion. However, these considerations do not affect the quality of the work, and it can be accepted.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Ok.
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