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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 contributes significantly to the field of experimental design by introducing quantile plots as a more detailed tool for assessing prediction variance in response surface designs. It compares widely used designs (CCD, SCD, MinRes V) and provides practical recommendations based on stability and prediction performance, which can help researchers select more reliable and efficient designs in real-world applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It clearly reflects the focus on quantile plot visualization, central composite designs, and multidimensional space, aligning well with the study’s scope and methodology.
	

	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 comprehensive. It states the research problem, methods (quantile plots), designs compared, and the intended contribution. However, it could briefly mention key findings or implications to strengthen its impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically correct. It follows a structured approach, defines models and measures clearly, uses established statistical methods, and interprets results in the context of existing literature. The mathematical notation and graphical analysis are appropriately applied.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient and include both foundational and recent works (up to 2023). Key authors in experimental design (Box, Myers, Montgomery, Khuri, etc.) are well-cited, and relevant contemporary studies are included.
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication, though there are minor grammatical and formatting inconsistencies (e.g., spacing issues, occasional awkward phrasing). A thorough proofreading would enhance readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured, methodologically sound, and contributes useful insights. Points are deducted for minor language issues and the need for clearer visual presentation of figures in the document.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No apparent ethical issues were detected.
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