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	PART  1: Review Comments


	Compulsory REVISION comments

	Reviewer’s comment
	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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	I don’t like this manuscripts primarily due to the fact that it does not provide any insightful information about the respective topic. To elaborate, this manuscripts does no favors in highlighting the usage of time series models for forecasting & analysis of gold stock prices. The conclusion of the analysis was missing, forecasting was performed but there was no explanation behind how the model worked and how the forecasted results differed from the actual values.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is suitable.
	

	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.

	Yes, the abstract was comprehensive but it did not include the name of time series models used in the forecast of Gold Stock Prices.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	No, subsections & structure of the manuscript are not appropriate. Subsections were not properly divided, the headings are mis-leading. Some of the tables & plots either have no headings or have irrelevant headings. 
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The analysis of the data was correct but forecasting & explanations of both was not clear. I do not think this manuscript is either scientifically robust or technically sound as it is missing a lot of essential data. Just to name, the manuscript forecasts Gold Stock Prices & compares it to actual Gold Stock values but fails to provide the reasons behind the differences in forecasted values. The conclusion was missing from the manuscript highlighting the fact that the authors could not provide essential reasons behind errors found in the predicted values.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are not sufficient in my opinion. A chapter of this magnitude should have more references. Also, I did not find the references referred in the entire manuscript.
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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

	

No, it is not. There are a lot of grammatical errors, some sentances did not even make any sense. I can overlook minute grammatical errors but when sentences do not make sense, it hinders clarity of the manuscript.


	

	Optional/General comments

	
I think a lot of work is required on formatting and overall grammar of the manuscript. I would also suggest addition of a number of subsections highlighting the importance of the actual forecast using the time series model.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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