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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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments   
Minor REVISION comments 
 

- the paper needs revision of spelling and English language (probably it isn’t in the final form)  
- more consistent literature review or/and more references for a more solid scientific substantiation of the paper 
- conclusions are too summary and too general without concrete references to the content and the results of the paper 
- I think it should be more relevant if the introduction of the paper would contain considerations about main topics of the article: the 

metrics, the ERP system implementation process, the need to use metrics to evaluate the ERP implementation etc. 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

Some optional recommendations: 
- more emphases on necessity and importance of the proposed metrics 
- some results (effects) obtained after usage of the proposed metrics 
- identification and presentation of a few limits of the proposed metrics 
- more comparisons with other metrics presented in literature or used in industry 
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