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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
In this paper the most effective test for a given distribution and sample size is discussed.  
This paper reveals that when data are taken from a normal distribution and tested at small 
and large sample sizes, respectively, the t-test and Welch test have the highest power. Also 
this paper discusses that Man-Whitney test is the most reliable for exponential distributions.  
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It needs revision.  The concept is good but not so clearly explained.  
On page no 5, in equation no. 3, some symbols are missing. 
 
 
Sufficient but not recent 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

The language/English quality of the article needs revision. 
 On page no. 7 , there seems to be some gap in  6

th
 and 7th line, please recheck these lines.  

 
On page no. 7, The test's underlying presumptions need corrections. Please check again. 
On page no. 9 , in 4

th
 to 6

th
  line, the concept presented is not clear. 

On page no. 12 ,  Conclusion  part also needs corrections. 
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