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Contribution 
 

The thesis analyses to what extent are weather variables relevant for determining sales of the 

fast moving consumer goods (FMCG) market in the Czech Republic. The author utilizes a 

huge, unique, partly self-collected dataset and employs machine learning techniques which 

are argued to be most suitable for his analysis. As no one – even outside the academia – has 

performed such an analysis before, the contribution of the thesis is very strong. Specifically, 

the chosen methodological approach seems ideal for business applications and can be possibly 

generalized for the use outside of the Czech Republic. 
 

Methods 
 

The author clearly motivates why the machine learning techniques are appropriate to tackle 

the research question. Further, I believe that these methods are well beyond the scope of the 

author’s level of studies. The methods are introduced and discussed in a nice way in Chapter 

4. The analysis provided in the Results section is quite neat, the comparison of the CART 

model with weather variables and the other two models (the lasso regression and a weather-

less CART) is especially a nice touch. Still, the interpretation could be improved. For 

example, the description to Figure 5 is hard to follow as the quantities discussed in the main 

body of the thesis are not easily matched with those in Figure 5. Moreover, I do not see why 

there is not a figure showing variable importance for frozen meat and beer (in contrast with 

the cigarettes category, see Figure 4). Also, the methods and approaches used for the 

interpretation of the random forest could be introduced and discussed in the Methodology 

section, rather than in the Results section. I also miss more detailed explanations on how to 

interpret Figures 7 and 8. Finally, I understand that it is very time-consuming to run the 

random forest model but still, I believe it would be more comprehensive to have random 

forest results also for the other two categories. 
 
Literature 
 

I will start with the positives – the summary section is a very good idea. The section 2.3 

(using weather for FMCG) is also well executed. However, the rest of the chapter does not 

seem appropriate to me. In the beginning of the chapter, the author states that “Since the 
proposed approach is CART,…” – where does that come from? The author does not mention 

CART models at all in the Introduction. Moreover, since the section 2.1 is rather short, I 

believe it would be more than fine to move it to the Methodology chapter where CART 

models are properly introduced. The other option would be to omit the section altogether or 

move it into the Introduction (“CART algorithms are used in finance, engineering, etc., so we 

believe it might be a good idea to use it for our research objective as well…”). Also, the 

section 2.2 (weather as predictor) seems very random. Why are those papers chosen? Are they 

seminal? I suspect there are thousands of other papers which use weather as predictor for 

almost any research questions (even one of the colleagues of the author is scheduled to defend 
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a bachelor thesis “The Impact of the Weather and Other Factors on Museum Visits”). On the 

other hand, from time to time, the results of the papers are discussed (and challenged) by the 

author which is refreshing. 

What I found completely dubious and the author should definitely address during the defense 

is his work with references. There are various imperfections, sometimes there is a year 

(Mirasgedis 2014[21]), sometimes there is not (Zanders [44]). Also, I believe that the name of 

the author should not be in the main body of the thesis, only the number in the square 

brackets? Next, in several cases, there is only one surname related to the reference in the main 

body of thesis (“Mirasgedis 2014[21] contemplates…”), even though there are in fact more 

authors (see the list of references). The list of references at the end is also far from finished 

and unified – e.g. sometimes the first names are given, sometimes not. 
 
Manuscript form 
 

First, even though the title was approved a year ago (probably), I think it is a very bad idea to 

have an abbreviation in the title of thesis. If it was GDP, EU or U.S., it would be defendable, 

but FCMG is not a usual term an average student of economics/finance would keep hearing 

throughout her/his studies. Also, in the abstract (!), the abbreviation is not explained either (it 

is first explained in the Introduction). Apart from the citations/references issue, the 

manuscript is written adequately with sufficient level of English. Still, I have several 

comments. For instance, the Introduction should focus more on why the effect of weather on 

FCMG sales should be in fact investigated. Also, I think the terms API/point of sales/supply 

side management should be defined in the introduction as they might not be generally known. 

Although, I do not see a point in having Chapter 5 at all. In my view, section 5.1 and 5.2 

could be easily added to Chapter 3 (which is quite short otherwise) and section 5.3, 5.4., and 

5.5 could be added to Chapter 6 (which is also quite short). The Tables and Figures are 

generally fine although I believe that the author could use footnotes where he would explain 

the abbreviations (of variables) or generally what the figures depict (so they would be 

interpretable even without reading the main body of the thesis). 
 
Summary and suggested questions for the discussion during the defense 
 

Overall, the thesis has a rather strong content but the “form” (citations/manuscript) is in my 

view (below) average. I recommend the thesis for defence with evaluation C. Suggested 

questions for the defense: 

• Can you please comment how the time series dimension of the data (you work with 

weekly sales of retailers) is treated by your preferred methods? 

• Do I understand it correctly that you acquired the data on weather “retrospectively”, 
i.e. you downloaded data from 2015 in 2017/8? 

• To what extent is your approach applicable in general, i.e. for datasets from all around 

the world? 

 

 





 

 
 
EXPLANATION OF CATEGORIES AND SCALE: 

 
 
CONTRIBUTION:  The author presents original ideas on the topic demonstrating critical thinking and ability to 
draw conclusions based on the knowledge of relevant theory and empirics. There is a distinct value added of the 
thesis. 
 
Strong  Average  Weak 
30  15  0  
 
 
 
METHODS: The tools used are relevant to the research question being investigated, and adequate to the author’s 
level of studies. The thesis topic is comprehensively analyzed.  
 
Strong  Average  Weak 
30  15  0  
 
 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW: The thesis demonstrates author’s full understanding and command of recent literature. 
The author quotes relevant literature in a proper way. 
 
Strong  Average  Weak 
20  10  0  
 
 
 

MANUSCRIPT FORM: The thesis is well structured. The student uses appropriate language and style, including 
academic format for graphs and tables. The text effectively refers to graphs and tables and disposes with a 
complete bibliography. 
  
 
Strong  Average  Weak 
20  10  0  

 

 
Overall grading: 

 

TOTAL GRADE 

91 – 100 A 

81 - 90 B 

71 - 80 C 

61 – 70 D 

51 – 60 E 

0 – 50 F 

 


