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Response to Reviewers – 29 December 2025 

Original Manuscript ID: 1524  

Original Ar3cle Title: “Performance Evalua3on of Machine Learning Algorithms for Supply Chain Data 
Classifica3on” 

 

To: IISTR Editorial Office 

Re: Response to reviewers 

 

 

 

Dear Editor, 

 

Thank you for allowing a resubmission of our manuscript, with an opportunity to address the reviewers’ 
comments. 

We are uploading (a) our point-by-point response to the comments (below) (response to reviewers), (b) 
an updated manuscript with yellow highlighLng indicaLng changes (pdf), and (c) a clean updated 
manuscript without highlights (*.docx main document/LaTeX files). 

 

 

Best regards, 

Maniah 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Reviewer A – Concern #1: 

The comparison between Naive Bayes and K-NN is well established in the literature, and the manuscript 
does not clearly ar;culate new methodological or theore;cal insights. 

Author response: We agree that the comparison between Naïve Bayes and K-NN is well established in the 
machine learning literature. Therefore, the contribuLon of this study is not posiLoned as algorithmic 
novelty but as an applied empirical evaluaLon that examines the contextual suitability, robustness, and 
interpretability of baseline classifiers for supply chain management (SCM) applicaLons. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by revising the IntroducLon and Conclusion secLons to 
explicitly posiLon the study as an applied comparaLve evaluaLon and by removing any claims suggesLng 
universal algorithmic superiority. The contribuLon is now clearly framed in terms of contextual insights for 
SCM analyLcs. 

 

Reviewer A – Concern #2: 

The dataset descrip;on lacks sufficient detail, limi;ng reproducibility. 

Author response: We acknowledge this concern and agree that transparency and reproducibility are 
essenLal. The dataset descripLon has been expanded to clarify its origin, characterisLcs, and selecLon 
criteria. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by adding detailed informaLon in the Data CollecLon secLons 
regarding dataset sources (Kaggle and UCI repositories), approximate sample size, key variables, and 
dataset selecLon criteria to improve reproducibility. 

 

Reviewer A – Concern #3: 

Feature engineering may have been conducted before the train–test split, raising concerns about data 
leakage. 

Author response: We appreciate this important methodological comment. We clarify that all 
preprocessing and feature engineering steps were conducted strictly within the training data during cross-
validaLon to prevent data leakage. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by explicitly staLng in the Research Method and Results 
secLons that all preprocessing, feature engineering, and parameter esLmaLon steps were performed 
exclusively on training folds and then applied to validaLon data. 

 

Reviewer A – Concern #4: 

The reported Naive Bayes accuracy (99.75%) is unusually high and requires cri;cal discussion. 



Author response: We agree that such a high accuracy requires careful interpretaLon. The revised 
manuscript now discusses potenLal contribuLng factors, including class imbalance, feature separability, 
and dataset characterisLcs, and avoids presenLng the result as uncondiLonal model superiority. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by expanding the Results and Discussion secLon to criLcally 
analyze the high accuracy using confusion matrix results, class-wise precision and recall, and dataset 
characterisLcs. 

 

Reviewer A – Concern #5: 

The independence assump;on of Naive Bayes is not empirically assessed. 

Author response: We acknowledge this limitaLon and have addressed it by assessing inter-feature 
relaLonships to evaluate the plausibility of the condiLonal independence assumpLon. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by incorporaLng exploratory correlaLon analysis of numerical 
features and adding a discussion in the Model ImplementaLon secLon supported by relevant literature. 

 

Reviewer A – Concern #6: 

The choice of k in K-NN is not jus;fied and lacks systema;c hyperparameter tuning. 

Author response: We agree that arbitrary parameter selecLon weakens the comparison. Therefore, 
hyperparameter tuning has been incorporated into the revised methodology. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by implemenLng and describing a grid search–based 
hyperparameter tuning procedure for selecLng the opLmal value of k within the cross-validaLon 
framework. 

 

Reviewer A – Concern #7: 

A single 80:20 split is insufficient for robust performance claims. 

Author response: We fully agree that a single split is insufficient for robust evaluaLon. The revised 
manuscript adopts k-fold cross-validaLon to strengthen performance reliability. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by replacing the single train–test split descripLon with k-fold 
cross-validaLon across the Research Design, Data CollecLon, and EvaluaLon secLons. 

 

Reviewer A – Concern #8: 

The discussion remains descrip;ve and does not link misclassifica;on paQerns to SCM implica;ons. 



Author response: We appreciate this suggesLon and have strengthened the discussion by linking 
misclassificaLon pa]erns to pracLcal SCM implicaLons. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by revising the Results and Discussion secLon to connect 
confusion matrix pa]erns with customer segmentaLon overlap and operaLonal decision-making in SCM 
contexts. 

 

Reviewer A – Concern #9: 

Several sec;ons repeat algorithm descrip;ons instead of analyzing findings. 

Author response: We agree and have streamlined the manuscript to reduce repeLLon and enhance 
analyLcal depth. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by removing redundant algorithm descripLons and 
emphasizing result interpretaLon and analyLcal discussion in the Results and Discussion secLon. 

 

Reviewer A – Concern #10: 

Claims regarding real-;me decision support and supply chain resilience are not empirically validated. 

Author response: We agree that such claims should be carefully stated. The revised manuscript adopts 
more cauLous language regarding these aspects. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by moderaLng claims related to real-Lme decision support 
and supply chain resilience and reframing them as potenLal implicaLons rather than empirically validated 
outcomes. 

 

Reviewer A – Concern #11: 

The conclusion mainly repeats numerical results and lacks broader contextual integra;on. 

Author response: We appreciate this comment and have revised the conclusion to be]er integrate 
findings within the broader SCM and machine learning context. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by rewriLng the Conclusion secLon to emphasize contextual 
contribuLons, clearly state study limitaLons, and outline direcLons for future research. 

 

Reviewer B – Concern #1: 

The manuscript addresses a relevant applica;on area, but the methodological framework is largely 
introductory rather than research-oriented. 



Author response: We appreciate this observaLon and agree that a stronger research-oriented 
methodological framework was needed. In the revised manuscript, we emphasize methodological rigor 
through the use of cross-validaLon, systemaLc hyperparameter tuning, and mulL-metric performance 
evaluaLon. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by strengthening the Research Method secLon to clearly 
describe the experimental design, cross-validaLon framework, hyperparameter tuning procedures, and 
robustness consideraLons. 

 

Reviewer B – Concern #2: 

The choice of only two basic classifiers limits the scien;fic contribu;on. 

Author response: We acknowledge this limitaLon. The study intenLonally focuses on two widely used 
baseline classifiers to provide a controlled comparaLve analysis. Rather than expanding the scope post 
hoc, addiLonal classifiers are proposed as future research direcLons. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by explicitly posiLoning Naïve Bayes and K-NN as baseline 
classifiers and by adding advanced methods (e.g., Decision Trees, Random Forests, and Support Vector 
Machines) as part of the Future Work discussion. 

 

Reviewer B – Concern #3: 

The manuscript conflates algorithm suitability with dataset compa;bility and presents results in overly 
general terms. 

Author response: We agree that algorithm performance should be interpreted in relaLon to dataset 
characterisLcs. The revised manuscript avoids generalizaLon and frames the findings as context-
dependent. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by revising the Results, Discussion, and Conclusion secLons to 
emphasize dataset-specific interpretaLon and to explicitly avoid claims of universal algorithmic superiority. 

 

Reviewer B – Concern #4: 

Preprocessing steps are described without jus;fica;on for Naive Bayes. 

Author response: We appreciate this clarifica;on. While Naïve Bayes does not require feature scaling, 
normaliza;on was applied to ensure consistency across models, par;cularly for K-NN. 

Author ac;on: We updated the manuscript by adding jus;fica;on in the Model Implementa;on sec;on 
explaining that normaliza;on was applied to support K-NN, while label encoding was necessary for 
categorical features in both models. 



 

Reviewer B – Concern #5: 

The manuscript does not clearly state which Naive Bayes variant was used. 

Author response: We agree and regret the lack of clarity in the earlier version. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by explicitly staLng that Gaussian Naïve Bayes was used for all 
reported experimental results and clarifying this in the Model ImplementaLon secLon. 

 

Reviewer B – Concern #6: 

The workflow diagrams provide limited analy;cal value. 

Author response: We acknowledge that the diagrams primarily serve a transparency purpose rather than 
a methodological contribuLon. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by reframing the role of workflow figures as tools for 
methodological transparency and by removing any implicaLon that they represent novel pipeline 
structures. 

 

Reviewer B – Concern #7: 

Performance metrics would benefit from confidence intervals or variance measures. 

Author response: We agree that performance stability is important. While confidence intervals were not 
computed in this study, robustness was parLally addressed through cross-validaLon and macro-averaged 
metrics. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by reporLng average performance across cross-validaLon folds 
and explicitly acknowledging the absence of confidence intervals as a limitaLon and future research 
opportunity. 

 

Reviewer B – Concern #8: 

Some references are descrip;ve or prac;;oner-oriented. 

Author response: We appreciate this recommendaLon and have strengthened the theoreLcal grounding 
of the manuscript. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by adding and prioriLzing recent peer-reviewed journal 
arLcles in machine learning and SCM, while limiLng pracLLoner-oriented sources to background context. 

 



Reviewer B – Concern #9: 

Grammar issues and repe;;on are present. 

Author response: We agree and appreciate the reviewer’s a]enLon to language quality. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by performing careful language ediLng to reduce repeLLon, 
correct grammaLcal errors, and improve overall clarity and flow. 

 

Reviewer B – Concern #10: 

Strategic SCM implica;ons are asserted rather than demonstrated. 

Author response: We agree that implicaLons should be grounded in analyLcal interpretaLon. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by strengthening the Discussion secLon to link 
misclassificaLon pa]erns with concrete SCM decision-making contexts, such as customer segmentaLon 
overlap and service differenLaLon. 

 

Reviewer B – Concern #11: 

Ethical considera;ons and bias in customer segmenta;on are not discussed. 

Author response: We acknowledge the importance of ethical consideraLons in applied machine learning. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by explicitly acknowledging ethical and bias consideraLons 
related to customer segmentaLon as a limitaLon and proposing them as direcLons for future research. 

 

Reviewer B – Concern #12: 

Overall posi;oning requires clearer focus, stronger rigor, and more controlled claims. 

Author response: We appreciate this holisLc assessment and have revised the manuscript accordingly. 

Author ac3on: We updated the manuscript by clarifying the study’s posiLoning as an applied case study, 
strengthening methodological rigor, and moderaLng claims throughout the manuscript. 

 

Note: References suggested by reviewers should only be added if it is relevant to the ar;cle and makes it 
more complete. Excessive cases of recommending non-relevant ar;cles should be reported to 
editor@journal.iistr.org 

 

 



Editor Decision – Response to editor - 30 December 2025 

Original Manuscript ID: 1524  

Original Ar3cle Title: “Performance Evalua3on of Machine Learning Algorithms for Supply Chain Data 
Classifica3on” 

 

To: IISTR Editorial Office 

Re: Response to editor 

 

 

Dear Editor, 

 

Thank you for allowing us to resubmit our manuscript and for providing the opportunity to address the 
reviewers’ and editor’s comments. We sincerely appreciate the construcLve feedback, which has helped 
us to substanLally improve the clarity, rigor, and presentaLon of the manuscript. 

We are pleased to submit the revised version of our manuscript enLtled “Performance EvaluaLon of 
Machine Learning Algorithms for Supply Chain Data ClassificaLon.” Along with this resubmission, we 
have uploaded: 
(a) a detailed point-by-point response to the comments (below), 
(b) a revised manuscript with changes highlighted in yellow, and 
(c) a clean version of the revised manuscript without highlights. 

Below, we provide our responses to the comments and describe the corresponding revisions made in the 
manuscript. 

 

Best regards, 

Maniah 
 

Editor’s Comment #1: 

While the dataset descrip;on has improved, please further strengthen reproducibility by clearly 
summarizing the dataset characteris;cs in the manuscript (e.g., number of instances, number and type of 
features, class distribu;on, and target variable). Where possible, explicitly iden;fy the dataset source 
(repository name and dataset ;tle or iden;fier). 



Author response: We thank the editor for this valuable suggesLon and fully agree that reproducibility is a 
criLcal aspect of empirical research. 

Author ac3on: We have strengthened the dataset descripLon by adding a comprehensive summary of 
dataset characterisLcs, including the number of instances, number and types of features, target variable, 
and class distribuLon. These details are now explicitly presented in Table 1 (CharacterisLcs of the Supply 
Chain Dataset). In addiLon, the dataset sources are clearly idenLfied as publicly available repositories, 
namely Kaggle and the UCI Machine Learning Repository, to enhance transparency and reproducibility.

 

Editor’s Comment #2: 

Figures 2–4 appear to be simple screenshots of the dataset and do not add analy;cal value. Please remove 
these figures and replace them with a concise textual descrip;on or table summarizing dataset proper;es 
and characteris;cs. 

Author response: We agree with the editor’s assessment that dataset screenshots provide limited 
analyLcal value. 

Author ac3on:  

Figures 2–4 have been removed from the manuscript. They have been replaced with a concise textual 
descripLon and Table 1, which analyLcally summarizes dataset properLes and characterisLcs. This revision 
improves clarity, reduces redundancy, and enhances the scienLfic value of the presentaLon. 

 

Editor’s Comment #3: 

Figures 5 and 6 should be redrawn at high resolu;on to meet publica;on standards. In addi;on, please 
ensure that these figures are explicitly referenced and meaningfully discussed in the text, clarifying what 
insight they provide beyond illustra;ng standard machine-learning workflows. 

Author response: We appreciate this comment and agree on the importance of figure quality and 
interpreLve discussion. 

Author ac3on: Figures 5 and 6 have been redrawn in high-resoluLon format to meet publicaLon 
standards. The manuscript now explicitly references and discusses these figures, explaining how they 
illustrate the conceptual and computaLonal differences between probabilisLc (Naïve Bayes) and distance-
based (K-NN) classificaLon approaches. The discussion clarifies the methodological insights provided by 
the figures beyond standard machine-learning workflow illustraLon. 

 

Editor’s Comment #4: 



The manuscript notes that inter-feature correla;ons were examined, but the repor;ng remains largely 
qualita;ve. Please briefly summarize the correla;on analysis results (e.g., representa;ve ranges or overall 
paQerns) in the text to beQer support the discussion of the Naïve Bayes independence assump;on. 

Author response: We acknowledge this point and agree that a concise quanLtaLve summary strengthens 
the methodological discussion. 

Author ac3on: A brief summary of the correlaLon analysis has been added to the Results and Discussion 
secLon. The manuscript now reports that most pairwise correlaLons among numerical features were weak 
to moderate (approximately 0.3–0.4), with no strong mulLcollinearity pa]erns observed. This addiLon 
directly supports the discussion of the approximate validity of the Naïve Bayes condiLonal independence 
assumpLon. 

 

Editor’s Comment #5: 

Although k-fold cross-valida;on has been adopted, performance robustness would be clearer if variability 
across folds were briefly summarized (e.g., ranges or standard devia;ons). If such sta;s;cs are not 
reported, please explicitly acknowledge this limita;on in the manuscript. 

Author response: We agree with the editor regarding the importance of reporLng performance variability. 

Author ac3on: The manuscript clarifies that performance metrics were averaged across k-fold cross-
validaLon folds. As fold-level variability staLsLcs (e.g., standard deviaLons or confidence intervals) were 
not retained, this has now been explicitly acknowledged as a limitaLon in both the Results and Discussion 
and Conclusion secLons. 

 

Editor’s Comment #6: 

Please review the reference list to ensure that key methodological and compara;ve claims are primarily 
supported by peer-reviewed journal ar;cles. Prac;;oner reports, theses, or non-refereed sources should 
be limited to background or contextual discussion where appropriate. 

Author response: We fully agree with this recommendaLon. 

Author ac3on: The reference list has been thoroughly reviewed. PracLLoner reports, theses, and non-
refereed sources have been removed or restricted to background context, while key methodological and 
comparaLve claims are now supported by peer-reviewed journal arLcles, primarily indexed in Scopus 
and/or Sinta. 

 

Editor’s Comment #7: 

While the manuscript has improved, some gramma;cal issues and awkward phrasing remain. Please 
conduct a careful final language edit to improve clarity, consistency, and readability. 



Author response: We appreciate this observaLon. 

Author ac3on: The manuscript has undergone a comprehensive final language edit to improve clarity, 
consistency, and readability. Sentence structures were refined, terminology standardized, and overall 
academic tone enhanced. 

Note: References suggested by reviewers should only be added if it is relevant to the ar;cle and makes it 
more complete. Excessive cases of recommending non-relevant ar;cles should be reported to 
editor@journal.iistr.org 
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