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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 reflects a relevant problem for the scientific community. The accurate estimation of arrival and service rates details the queueing systems’ different operations. It describes the Bayesian and E-Bayesian estimation ideas into a M/M/1 setting, with an aim of improving inference. The study is useful to researchers working in operations research and statistical inference. The paper could contribute useful insight into how prior modeling and hyperprior averaging affect estimation accuracy in queueing applications.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good. The title is well defined specific to the main content of the manuscript. It also highlights the paper studies both arrival and service rates, which helps readers understand the scope immediately.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good. The abstract calls out clearly the main objective, identifies of the model. It gives readers a clear overview of the scope and methods of the paper. There is a scope to improve the core findings more explicitly on how the method used is better than the competing methods.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good. The keywords are appropriate and useful.  It has captured the main methodological and applied elements of the manuscript. They should help readers and indexers identify the paper’s core themes quickly.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good. The background information is generally sufficient to introduce the topic and place the study. However, it can be further improved, by clearly called out the specific research gap and better distinguished its contribution from earlier studies
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good. The research objectives are clear and precise. The manuscript explains that it aims to develop Bayesian and E-Bayesian estimators for the arrival and service rates in an M/M/1 queueing system. It is mentioned in easily readable format.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good. The literature review is relevant. It covers classical estimation and recent work related to M/M/1 queueing systems. There is a scope to improve by engaging more critically with the most recent closely related studies.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good. The research methodology highlighted is appropriate for the subject. Meets compliance.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good. Meets compliance.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 Excellent. The results are presented in a clear and organized manner. Separate tables for different parameter settings and sample sizes are listed appropriately.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good. The tables are clear and precise, and well defined because they present simulation results in a structured way across different sample sizes and parameter values.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good. The discussion relates the findings to the general literature in queueing systems. This provides the results with some connection to existing methodological themes.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good. The conclusion session is called out appropriately. he overall trends described in the conclusion are consistent with the reported numerical results.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory. The limitation is defined with minimum information. The manuscript doesn’t highlight the limitations clearly. 
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5 Excellent. The references are relevant and generally sufficient in number for a paper of this scope.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Good. The manuscript is written in generally clear and understandable language, and the overall organization makes it possible for readers to follow the main ideas and results. 
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract session clearly highlights the problem statement.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	I agree.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	There are enough references used in the study.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

Overall, the manuscript is well written and can be accepted with few minor improvements. 
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