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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 -

In abstract section no need to talk about ANFIS
in this section, so it is better to delete the
sentence (Adaptive Neuro-fuzzy Inference
system (ANFIS) model, in general, is a
computational intelligence approach that is
known to deal effectively with uncertainty

and provides reliable forecast.), and add (In
this communication, Adaptive Neuro-Fuzzy
Inference System (ANFIS) approach ... to
the beginning of the next sentence instead. (No
The references (20&24) are same, the author
need to recheck all the references appear
order through the manuscript.

In page 2, the sentence (Next section
describes about software enhancement
methodology ), in page 3, the sentence (In the
next section, ANFIS overview is provided
followed by literature review, section IV
discusses proposed framework followed by
results discussion and conclusion ), and in
page 7, the sentences (Next section
describes the related literature review
the next section proposed framework is
discussed ) if these sentences are not the
journal requirements the author need to delete
all of them.

In page 7, section 3, related literature review,
the last point, Comparison of various
membership functions was done by (Praynlin
and Latha, 2012) and the results showed the

) & (In
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trapezoidal membership function was better
compared to other kind of membership
functions, while in this research (Gaussian
membership function) was used, the author
need to clarify and explain the reason to do so.
(Generally the membership function selection
depends on data type).

- In conclusion section, the second sentence,
better to be (The accuracy of validation with
data sets from 10 projects during
requirement gathering and construction
phase is 93.4 % ) and no need to the other part
of the sentence, because the comparison
already has been done in section 5,
(comparison of results).

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General  comments

Very well research and important results in this field
were presented.
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