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This manuscript is interesting but the authors have to adjust the basic 
setup.  main problems are as follows: 
1) The contribution is not outstanding. 
2) The introduction and the literature review take too much space in 

this paper. 
3) In the methodology, the authors only introduced the mathematical 

model. However, they did not propose the advantage of the model 
compared to other models and did not explain why to use this 
model in vehicle insurance. Moreover, they did not clearly 
address the development of their model based on the basic model. 

4) The results and discussion should play an important role in this 
article, but the authors only summarily introduced the tables and 
not clearly analyze and compare the data.  

5) The conclusion is too simple. 
6) There are some grammatical errors in this manuscript.  
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