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	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	N/A
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Rewrite the entire abstract by beginning with a one-sentence background statement establishing the importance of the topic, followed by a clear identification of the gap or limitation in existing methods. Introduce the proposed approach or technique, briefly summarizes the key results or examples derived, and mentions any extensions (e.g., handling cases where standard assumptions fail).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	N/A
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
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	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The following issues should be address:

1. In Sections 3.3.2 and 3.4, the distribution of the mixing variable [image: image2.png]


 is missing and should be added as [image: image4.png]Y ~ Exponential (1)



 and [image: image6.png]Y ~ Poisson(A)



, respectively.

2. In section 3.2 (Negbin‑Binomial), the derived [image: image8.png]


 is wrong. The correct expression should be 

[image: image10.png]R



.

3. Also in section 3.4, the term [image: image12.png]n=2t_y)




 should be written as[image: image14.png]gA(1/(1-2e)-1)



.

4. Under section 3.5 (Geometric‑Gamma), the parameter of the exponential is scale not shape.

5. In section 3.3.2, the [image: image16.png]Z ~ N(0,2)



 should be changed to [image: image18.png]N(0,1)



.

6. In page 2 equation 2, the spelling of the word discrete should be corrected because it was written as “dicrete”

7. Under equation (4), “mgf” was written as “mfg”, please correct it.

8. Under section 4, (Chi‑square‑Normal Mixture), the [image: image20.png](X3



 should be written as [image: image22.png](x>



.
9. Remove unnatural condition [image: image24.png]


 from chi‑square mixture under section 3.4 because the chi‑square distribution is defined for all [image: image26.png]


, independent of the value of [image: image28.png]


.
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