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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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.
	This manuscript addresses an important problem in survey sampling theory by proposing improved product-type exponential estimators for estimating the population mean under two-phase sampling using auxiliary information/varables. The study contributes to the development of more efficient estimators for negatively correlated study and auxiliary variables, which have applications in  survey statistics. Although the manuscript demonstrates potential theoretical value, however, issues like mathematical presentation, methodological clarity, discussion, and language quality require improvements before publication consideration.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 = Poor
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A = Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 = Poor
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title is suitable as it is adequate. However, it could be improved to “Improved Product-Type Exponential Estimators for Population Mean under Two-Phase Sampling”.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The abstract requires holistic review. The current abstract is too generic. The abstract should be revised to include: the clear statement of the research gap. 2. Exact description of the proposed estimators. 3. Sampling design assumptions. 4. Nature of theoretical derivations (bias and MSE approximations). 5. Comparative estimators used. 6. Key empirical findings. 7. Main conclusion and recommendation regarding estimator superiority.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. The manuscript follows standard principles in survey sampling theory; however, several scientific and mathematical issues require clarification and correction.
a. The manuscript contains contradictory assumptions regarding the relationship between the study variable and auxiliary variable. At one point, the manuscript state that “Further we assume that y and x are negatively correlated” Later, it states that “Further we assume that y and x is positively correlated”. This inconsistency is serious because product estimators are appropriate primarily under negative correlation. The authors must clearly define and consistently maintain the correlation assumption throughout the manuscript.

b. The manuscript presents final bias and MSE expressions without sufficient intermediate derivations. Transparent derivation is very important in methodological papers in survey statistics. The authors should provide stepwise derivations, clearly define approximation order, and explicitly state regularity assumptions. 
c. The manuscript states that the second-phase sample is independent of the first-phase sample, while also describing a subsample structure. Clearly distinguish whether the second-phase sample is a subsample of the first phase, or independent samples are selected. The theoretical variance expressions depend strongly on this assumption.  “…. we have considered that the second phase sample is directly selected from the population of size and is independent from the first-phase sample.”  “…for two-phase sampling set up (the second phase sample is directly selected from the population i.e., second phase sample is independent from the first-phase sample and at both the phases,” 

d. Although 10 populations are considered, the empirical section has small populations and sample. The proposed estimators need to be test empirically with some varied large populations and sample sizes. The manuscript relies mainly on classical references but lacks modern literature. The authors should include recent literature on generalised ratio/product estimators, and exponential estimators, among others.

e. The authors should include limitations under weak negative correlation and the large population and sample sizes, if applicable.

f. Both figures 1 and 2 lack sufficient explanation on footnote to aid readers understanding. Provide attached footnote. 
g. Avoid using bulleting but use proper numbers/letters for easy reading. For instance, see sub-section titled “Observations for Table 3: Percent Relative Efficiency””
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The manuscript relies heavily on classical references from the 1940s to 1990s. Though, fondation references are important but the inclusion of recent literature reveals recent literature gaps and importance/relevance of contribution to knowledge.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No
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