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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. The content in the fourth paragraph in the Introduction section “The stress-strength 
model...” is the almost the same as the content of the second paragraph in the Introduction 
section. Please delete the duplicate part. 
2. The novelty of this paper should be emphasized, since most of the mathematical 
derivation are well-known. 
3. As the authors declared, Weibull distribution has been considered as appropriate model 
to describe strength of fiber material in practical application. However, Weibull distribution 
is further utilized in other applications. Is Weibull distribution can be considered as 
appropriate model? I suggest that the author could add some analysis. 
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