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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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The manuscript has contributed to the existing body of knowledge on the efficacy of hybrid estimators.
The findings from this work have shown that this proposed estimator can be applicable to real-life situations. The methodology and analytical approach in the manuscript has contributed significantly to the field of statistical estimation.
The manuscript is a potential motivation for future research and collaboration.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, to some extent but I suggest it should be reframed as follows:

ON THE EFFICIENCY OF GENERALIZED EXPONENTIAL RATIO-TO-DUAL-RATIO-TYPE ESTIMATOR VIA MEASURE OF LOCATION
	

	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.


	The Abstract is not comprehensive enough. 
The authors should bear in mind that abstract must cover a  summary on 5 points namely, (i) introduction (ii) objective (iii) method (iv) results and (v) conclusion. Thus, the authors must clearly state exactly which work(s) motivated this study, whether it’s an extension or modification of previous estimators. (i) and (ii) above must be properly addressed.
Line 1: addressees should read as addressed. 
Line 2: proposed estimator are study should read-proposed estimator is studied…
Line3: proposed estimator over some existing should read as proposed estimator over some existing estimators…

Line 4: theoretical results is however consider on two should read as-theoretical results is however considered on two…

Line 5: proposed estimator over exiting estimators accept some few cases. Should read as-proposed estimator over existing estimators except for some few cases.

Key words: the following key words should be removed:

(i) Ratio Cum (ii) Product cum (iii) Ratio to Dual-Ratio Cum (iv) Product to Dual-Product Cum

In (iii) and (iv) remove ‘cum’ at the end.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient. However the currency rate is about 52.08% considering the last 10 years.
Reference [34] is not well cited.

Authors must be consistent in the citing all the references. They have used initials in some and full names in others.
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