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Overall, I like this paper very much.

But I am a little disappointed: the metric proposed here is not new. The authors already
published it. They have a new improved version, this is great: but in this case, you
should show us on some “large enough” dataset that the new version of the metric is
better than the previous version.

Naturally, this is not easy: on which basis would you show us that the new version is
“better”? The fact that we have two different numerical values proves nothing of course.
You could do again what you have done with the survey of experts in Crochemore et
al. (2015): is one of the versions better correlated with the opinions of the experts? An
alternative would be to use the new metric to calibrate and multiple metrics to validate.
If you can get better numerical results in validation on a range of numerical criteria by
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“extracting” information from data during the calibration process with the new version,
this would indicate a “better” criterion.
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