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PART 1: Review Comments
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Compulsory REVISION comments

(i) There is the needs to improve the introduction section to accommodate the review of recent articles. The
most current article reviewed was a 2017 publication.

(i) The statement in the conclusion “In this paper, we obtained some new optimal stratum weights for which the
estimator would achieve a minimum MSE or variance” is confusing. The MSE is stronger than the
variance as a measure of performance. Therefore, the variance should not be mentioned.

(iii) The conclusion should be improved by clearly describing the results and contribution of the article.

(iv) The statement in the conclusion “Table 3 and Table 5 shows that the proposed calibration estimator gives
better estimates as compared to the existing calibration estimator” is vague and difficult to understand.
Therefore, author should make a better interpretation of the results.

(v) The referencing style is not clear and inconsistent. The author should check previous publications of the
Asian Journal of Probability and Statistics to correct the reference section.

Minor REVISION comments

Flow of grammar needs to be improved. Some statements are not coherent, while some paragraphs are difficult to
understand.
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