According to Reviewer A comments, it is corrected: 

On p. 5 authors write that the sample of 68 companies is considered. However, the results presented in table 1 show that the total number of units classified according HRIS is 65. In the same table, the total number of units classified according to ER is 68. The authors should explain this difference. 
· This difference is explained in footnote.

The authors should explain what was the reason for assuming the values of weights, indifference and preference thresholds presented in table 2. 
· The values of weights, indifference and preference thresholds presented are explained.

In particular, if ER criteria are binary ones with values 0 ​ exists, 1 ​“not exists, it does not sense to use indifference threshold in PROMETHEE. The authors should explain why they use U-shape preference function, instead of usual one. 
· The ranking is made using Usual preference function (usual function is more appropriate for 0-1 data set, but the results were the same using previously defined function).

According to Reviewer B comments, it is corrected: 

Advantages/disadvantages of paper titled „Application and development of human resource information system and electronic recruitment in Croatian companies“are stated below:
Advantages of paper: is that it represents a extension of two previous researches. One of them is cited in this paper as a reference [4] and other is published in CRORR, Vol. 2, 2011 (I. Bilic, B. Marasovic, I. Tadic: Multicritera methods and Performing Companies' Results Using Electronic Recruiting, Corporate Communication and Financial Reports). Please cite and this paper too. 
· This paper is cited and added in reference list.

Lack of paper: maybe “purposeless” use of the PROMETHEE method for priority ranking. Question for author/s: Why using this method for the analysed problem when all criteria used for prioritisation have the same type, indifference and preference thresholds and weights.  
Suggestion: don’t use the PROMETHEE method (maybe replace it with simple scoring) or at least try to use several different preference functions and different weights for criteria. Furthermore, assessment according grading scale from 1 to 5 where 1 stands for the worst (negative assessment) and 5 stands for excellent is usual used grading in Croatia (especially in education for knowledge assessment) and people are to familiar to it but that can be a problem also, because of that it is recommended to use a different scale, perhaps a scale from 1 to 9 defined by Saaty because it offers a better assessment. 
This scale can be found in:  

· Saaty, T.L. (1980) "The Analytic Hierarchy Process", New York: McGraw Hill. International, Revised editions, Paperback (1996, 2000), Pittsburgh: RWS Publications.

· Saaty, T.L. (1982), "Decision Making for Leaders; The Analytical Hierarchy Process for Decisions in a Complex World", Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. Latest edition, revised, (2000), Pittsburgh: RWS Publications.

Above mentioned note related to the scale is recommendation to authors for their future researches but it doesn’t have to be applied in this paper. If the authors accept remarks and make changes I recommend publication of this paper in CRORR.
· The reference (Saaty, T.L., 1982) is added and cited.

Editor’s comment:

The authors should add two sentences in the Abstract: one that will name the statistical method that were used in the paper, and the other one about major finding that were the result of this paper.

· The sentences are added in the Abstract.
