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	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 addresses the problem of improving the estimation of the finite population mean. It proposes a modified Log-Exponential estimator that incorporates skewness and kurtosis information from the auxiliary variable. The study contributes to the existing literature on ratio-type and exponential estimators. It attempts to enhance the efficiency of the estimator under different population distributions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No, the title is relatively long and contains redundant phrases. It may be improved by making it more concise and focusing on the key contribution of the study, I am suggesting an alternative title as 
“A Modified Log-Exponential Estimator for Finite Population Mean with Skewness and Kurtosis Adjustments”
	

	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 long and overly mathematical
· Delete the full estimator equation from the abstract instead mention the estimator’s name only.

· Shorten the list of existing estimators, you can simply write the efficiency comparison is done with some existing estimators 

· The contribution of the paper is that an MLE estimator [image: image1.png]DMLE



 is proposed, However, the abstract presents several detailed methodological aspects as separate contributions, making it unnecessarily lengthy. In addition, the contributions are listed in numbered form (i), (ii), (iii), etc., which is not recommended. The authors are advised to summarize the contributions more concisely in a narrative form and focus primarily on the key contribution and main findings of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The structure of the proposed estimator suggests that it belongs to the class of ratio-type estimators. However, the authors have not explicitly acknowledged or discussed this in the manuscript. It would be beneficial for the authors to clearly state this in the text and consider reflecting it in the title for better conceptual clarity.
· On page 16, the sample mean estimator is shown as biases ?????... Also product estimator is take for comparison on the same page ???....
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The literature cited in the manuscript appears to be relatively old, with most references published prior to 2014. It would strengthen the paper if the authors incorporate more recent studies to better reflect the current developments in this research area. Some relevant and recent references are suggested below for the authors’ consideration.
(i) Hussain, S., Sharma, M., Bhat, V.A. and Bhat, M.I.J., 2024. Proportion Based Dual Unbiased Exponential Type Estimators of Population Mean. Thailand Statistician, 22(1), pp.31-39.
(ii) Hussain, S., Sharma, M., Kumar, B. and Bhat, V.A., Almost Unbiased Dual Exponential Type Estimators of Population Mean Using Auxiliary Information. Statistics and Applications, 20(2), pp.147-156.
(iii) Hussain, S., Sharma, M., Chandra, H. and Ali, V., 2022. Proportion based exponential ratio estimators of population mean in case of single and double sampling plans. Investigacion Operacional, 43(1), pp.1-19.
	

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


	               YES
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Most of the figures presented in the paper do not appear to be essential. Their inclusion unnecessarily increases the length of the manuscript and disrupts the continuity of the presentation. The authors are advised to retain only those figures that add significant value to the analysis and remove the redundant ones.
· The manuscript contains a large number of sections and subsections, which affects the overall readability and flow of the paper. It would be beneficial for the authors to streamline the structure by merging closely related sections and reducing unnecessary subdivisions to improve clarity and coherence. For instance, papers such as Hussain, S., Sharma, M., Bhat, V.A., and Bhat, M.I.J. (2024). Proportion Based Dual Unbiased Exponential Type Estimators of Population Mean. Thailand Statistician, 22(1), 31–39 present the methodology and results in a more concise and coherent structure. Adopting a similar level of structural clarity may improve the readability of the manuscript.
· The literature cited in the manuscript appears to be relatively old, with most references published prior to 2014
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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