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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	




	

	Optional/General comments

	
The manuscript offers a thorough, well-organised analysis of uniformly minimum-variance unbiased
estimators that do not reach the Cramer-Rao lower bound in finite samples. The presentation is
mathematically rigorous and based on classical estimation theory, with proper use of Rao-Blackwell,
Lehmann-Scheffe, completeness, and sufficiency. A key strength of the paper is its clear educational
focus, with detailed derivations and extensive examples of standard distributions, making it especially
useful for graduate-level teaching in statistical inference. The consistent finding that these UMVUEs are
asymptotically efficient further links finite-sample behaviour to asymptotic theory.
However, I have certain questions to raise with this version of the manuscript

1. Heavy and Repetitive Calculations: Several examples involve lengthy and repetitive algebraic
derivations that obscure the main conceptual message.I would suggest moving detailed
variance calculations and routine algebra to an appendix, keeping only the key steps and
conclusions in the main text.
2. Lack of Clear Explanation for CRLB Failure: Although the paper clearly shows that the CramerRao Lower Bound is not achieved, it does not clearly explain why this happens. I would like to
see more intuitive or conceptual explanation, rather than only verification through calculations.
3. Large parts of the paper read like detailed lecture notes, especially the preliminary and methods sections. I suggest improving the balance between pedagogical material and original research contribution.
4. Weak and Repetitive Conclusion: The conclusion mostly restates the results instead of
synthesizing them. I recommend clearly summarizing the main insights from the examples and
explaining what students or practitioners should learn from these counterexamples.
5. Limited Discussion of Related Literature: While the paper cites some classical references, it does
not engage deeply with related literature. A clearer comparison with existing work on efficiency,
admissibility, and limitations of the Cramer-Rao bound would help highlight what is new in this
paper.
6. Restriction to Unbiased Estimation Only: The analysis is limited to unbiased estimators. I suggest
briefly discussing whether similar efficiency failures occur for other optimality criteria, such as
mean squared error or biased-but-consistent estimators, to broaden the scope of the work.

Final Remark: Overall, the manuscript is technically correct and teaching-oriented, and is especially
valuable for graduate-level audiences. I suggest accepting this work with the comments made above.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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