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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that 
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here) 
 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
N/A 
 

 
N/A 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 

 Change the statement on the first paragraph on page 11 after Table (5): 
 

 “As a result, the MSE and the Bias values are decreases while the sample   size 
increases which indicates of the unbiasness and efficiency properties of the GEPGD 
parameters using different estimation methods.” 

 

 Restate the second paragraph on page 11. 
 

“From the simulation the MLE give the best results of biases and MSEs. LSE is the second 
good estimator, followed by the Weighted Least Square estimators. we can argue that the 
MLE, least squares estimators and the WLSE are among the best performing estimators 
for GEPGD.” 
 

 

 Restate the first paragraph on page 13. 
 
“The GEPGD showed that is more flexible and more fitting comparing with other 
distributions, since has the smallest statistic criteria and the smallest log likelihood, hence 
the above values of measures will lead to the pdf of the GEPGD has its own shape and 
may be difficult to replace by any other known distribution.” 

 

 Restate the first paragraph on page 16 
 
“The GEPGD showed that is more flexible and more fitting comparing with other 
distributions, since has the smallest statistic criteria and the smallest log likelihood, hence 
the above values of measures will lead to the pdf of the GEPGD has its own shape and 
may be difficult to replace by any other known distribution.”. 

 

 
Suggested statement: 
 
As a result, the MSE and the Bias values decrease while the sample size increases which 
satisfies the unbiased and efficiency properties of the GEPGD parameters using different 
estimation methods. 
 
Suggested statement: 
 
From the simulation, the MLE gives the best results of biases and MSEs.  LSE places 
second as good estimator and, the Weighted  Least Square estimators  places the last.  
This shows that MLE, least squares estimators and the WLSE are among the best 
performing estimators for GEPGD. 
 
Suggested statement: 
 
The GEPGD is found to be more flexible and more fitting compared to other distributions, 
since has the smallest statistic criteria and the smallest log likelihood.  Hence the above 
values of measures will lead to the pdf of the GEPGD, which has its own shape and may 
be difficult to replace by any other known distribution. 
 
Suggested statement: 
 
The GEPGD is found to be more flexible and more fitting compared to other distributions, 
since has the smallest statistic criteria and the smallest log likelihood.  Hence the above 
values of measures will lead to the pdf of the GEPGD, which has its own shape and may 
be difficult to replace by any other known distribution. 
 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
N/A 
 

 
 
N/A 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
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