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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This manuscript makes a valuable contribution to the field of survey statistics by proposing an improved randomized response model that balances privacy protection with estimation efficiency. The introduction of an optional scrambled mechanism provides respondents with greater flexibility, which enhances participation and reduces response bias in sensitive surveys. The theoretical results are supported by a rigorous variance analysis under both SRS and PPS sampling schemes, and the simulation study confirms the superiority of the proposed model over existing approaches. Overall, the work offers a meaningful methodological advancement with practical relevance for researchers collecting sensitive quantitative data.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It correctly describes the method (additive, optional, scrambled RRT).


	

	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.


	abstract is good, but it can be improved. Currently it:

Mentions improvement over an existing model.

The abstract is too general and does not clearly outline the method, results, or conclusions with enough precision.

Suggestions for improvement : Clearly state the problem the model solves and Clearly describe the novelty
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	from a statistical and mathematical standpoint, the manuscript is scientifically correct, and the results are consistent with the assumptions and framework of randomized response techniques. Minor stylistic or structural improvements may enhance readability, but the scientific content itself is accurate and valid.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	the references in the manuscript are sufficient, relevant, and reasonably recent. You cite foundational works (Warner 1965, 1971), key developments in randomized response techniques (Gjestvang & Singh 2009; Gupta et al. 2002, 2010), and several recent contributions from 2022–2024, which strengthens the modern relevance of the work.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The English and language quality of the manuscript is generally understandable, and the main ideas are conveyed clearly enough to follow the mathematical development. However, the writing contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, inconsistent verb tenses, and stylistic issues that reduce the clarity and readability expected in scholarly publications. Several sentences are overly long or imprecise, and some wording is repetitive or non-academic in tone.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

The manuscript does not present any ethical concerns.
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