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Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Please write a few sentences regarding the
importance of this manuscript for the scientific
community. Why do you like (or dislike) this
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be
required for this part.

This manuscript holds substantial value for the scientific community, especially in the realms of survey
sampling and high-dimensional data analysis. It presents a thorough comparative analysis of model-
assisted estimators, which play a pivotal role in enhancing the accuracy and efficiency of population
parameter estimates when dealing with high-dimensional auxiliary data. By examining various
estimators, including machine learning-based models like Random Forest and CART, the study offers
critical insights into their performance across different scenarios. Additionally, it underscores the
challenges and opportunities in selecting suitable estimation methods for complex data structures,
making it an essential resource for researchers and practitioners aiming to refine survey-based
inference techniques

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Title looks like relevant

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some
points in this section? Please write your
suggestions here.

Its need to review in different segments i.e.
e Grammar
o Define Estimator model “ CART”
o Write related Keywords Like MSE/ RRMSE, Variance/ RE

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript
appropriate?

Structure of the manuscript is fine but in the introduction section need more detailed
information and clearly mention the research gap and the goals of the research

Please write a few sentences regarding the
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do
you think that this manuscript is scientifically
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4
sentences may be required for this part.

This manuscript demonstrates a high level of scientific rigor and technical soundness, owing to its
meticulous methodology and extensive evaluation of a range of model-assisted estimators. The
empirical analysis, based on 2,000 samples with 50 observations each, provides a robust foundation
for assessing estimator performance. By employing multiple performance metrics, including Relative
Bias, Relative Root Mean Square Error, and Relative Efficiency, the study offers a comprehensive and
nuanced evaluation of the estimators under investigation. The integration of both conventional and
machine learning-based estimators, combined with a stepwise variable selection process, reflects a
sophisticated and methodologically rigorous approach. Moreover, the results are thoughtfully framed
within the context of high-dimensional data, further substantiating the scientific credibility and relevance
of the study's findings
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