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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 is of great scientific importance to the research community, as it contributes to the development of statistical estimation methodologies by applying the Bayesian method to shape parameter estimation in the expanded Exponential Poisson-Lindley distribution. The study provides a comprehensive comparative framework between different types of priors and loss functions, helping researchers select the most suitable ones for practical applications, particularly in reliability and system lifetime analysis. The results also highlight the superior statistical efficiency of the quadratic loss function, adding significant knowledge to the design of more accurate and flexible models. Therefore, this study serves as a valuable resource for researchers and engineers interested in advanced probability distributions and Bayesian estimation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The article title is scientifically appropriate and clearly reflects the study's subject and content. It precisely identifies the research methodology (Bayesian estimation), the parameter of interest (shape parameter), and the statistical distribution used (Exponential Poisson-Lindley Distribution). Furthermore, the title conforms to standard heading conventions in statistical and academic journals.

To enhance clarity and scientific appeal, I suggest some alternative titles that are more specific or highlight the study's contribution, for example:
· Bayesian Estimation of the Shape Parameter of the Exponential-Poisson-Lindley Distribution under Different Loss Functions
· A Bayesian Framework for Estimating the Shape Parameter of the Exponential Poisson-Lindley Distribution
	

	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 article's abstract is comprehensive and covers the essential elements expected in a scientific abstract, such as the study's objective, methodology (Bayesian estimation), the types of predicates and loss functions used, the Metric of Evaluation (MSE), and the key findings. It also clearly demonstrates the study's main contribution compared to the classical estimation method (MLE).

The abstract can be further strengthened and its scientific impact enhanced by adding the following points:

· Explicitly mention the potential application area(s) of the ExPLinD distribution (such as dependency analysis or system lifetime modeling), as this highlights the study's practical value.

· Indicate that the results were obtained based on numerical simulation studies with varying sample sizes, which reinforces the reliability of the findings.

· Add a concise sentence explaining the practical significance of the superiority of the quadratic loss function (QLF) in improving estimation accuracy.

Suggestions for brevity:

· Reduced detail regarding the enumeration of all types of predicates and loss functions, mentioning them briefly without compromising the overall meaning, can make the abstract more concise.

· Avoid repeating the description of the methodology and the results, and only refer to the most important result.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, the manuscript is scientifically sound, but it requires some specific methodological and editorial improvements to enhance clarity and academic accuracy. These detailed observations can be summarized as follows:
· In the section on deriving dimension distributions (e.g., Section 2.1, pages 6–8), the transition from the likeness function to the dimension distribution is presented in a concise manner. The steps of derivation should be explained in more detail, particularly:

· The transition from Equation (5) to Equation (7), including the mathematical simplification steps and the assumptions used.

· An explanation of the integration or transformation method used to obtain the final results in Equations (8), (10), and (12), to ensure ease of verification and reproduction.

· It is recommended to review the mathematical formulation of some equations to ensure symbolic and semantic consistency. For example:

· On page 9, equations (14)–(18), the definition of the estimator should be clear, and the distinction between the actual and estimated parameters should be clearly defined.

· The use of statistical symbols should be standardized across all sections, as inconsistent use of some symbols was observed in the results tables (Tables 1–5).

· Some formulas for loss functions, particularly in equations (16) and (19), should be reviewed to ensure their consistency with the reference definitions provided in Azam and Ahmad (2014).

· In the Results and Discussion section (Section 3, pages 14–20), the analysis focuses primarily on the numerical comparison of MSE values. It is recommended to:

· Add a deeper statistical explanation demonstrating why the Quadratic Loss Function (QLF) leads to more efficient estimates compared to SELF and PLF.

· Relate the theoretical results to the statistical behavior of the ExPLinD distribution, particularly regarding the independence of the shape parameter estimator from the other parameters, as shown in Tables 2 and 3.

· More clearly indicate the practical implications of these results in areas such as reliability analysis or system lifetime modeling.

· In Tables 1–5, it is preferable to add a brief comment below each table explaining the main conclusion drawn from it, rather than leaving the full explanation to the text.

· Detail the simulation settings (number of iterations, sampling mechanism in R) more precisely at the beginning of Section 3 to enhance scientific transparency.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are sufficient and directly relevant to the research topic. However, some detailed observations warrant attention to enhance the recency and consistency of the reference framework. Inconsistencies in reference formatting were noted. For example:

· Reference [Jeffery, 1967] does not include a DOI, while some more recent references include a complete DOI.

· Reference R Core Team (2019) is formatted differently from the other references, including a website link instead of a DOI, while other references adhere to the Journal-Volume-Issue-Pages format.

· There are slight differences in the spelling of journal titles (full vs. abbreviated) between reference Pandey and Rao (2009) and reference Sultana et al. (2017).

· It is recommended that all references be formatted according to the journal's guidelines.

· While some classic references are important, relying on them without supporting them with more recent studies may weaken the work's relevance. For example:

· Pandey and Rao (2009) and Tibshirani (1989) are theoretically fundamental, but more recent studies have addressed Bayesian estimation of shape parameters under asymmetric loss functions, and these should be cited.

· Jeffery (1967) is a classic reference, but it can be supported by recent studies discussing non-informational preconditions in modern application contexts.

· Aisha et al. (2025) is a suitable and recent reference, but it would be preferable to support it with one or two additional recent studies on extended Lindley distributions or their applications to strengthen the theoretical background of the distribution used.
	

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


	The overall English language of the manuscript is generally understandable; however, it requires careful linguistic revision to meet scholarly communication standards. Several grammatical, stylistic, and typographical errors were identified throughout the manuscript.

For example, on page 2, the sentence “A Uniform and Jeffrey Priors were used as informative priors” contains a grammatical error. It should be revised to:

“Uniform and Jeffreys’ priors were used as informative priors.”

Additionally, on page 4, the phrase “there is need for a non- classical approach of estimation method” is awkwardly phrased and should be corrected to:

“there is a need for a non-classical estimation approach.”

Therefore, a thorough English language editing by a native or professional academic editor is strongly recommended before publication.
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