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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	The manuscript investigates the use of the weights sum of squares ratio (WSSR) as an alternative measure to relative efficiency when selecting the best linear unbiased estimator for correlated random variables. The idea of avoiding complicated variance computations and using a simpler metric is potentially useful for statistical analysis involving correlated data structures. The theoretical development that links GLUE to the arithmetic mean under an MA(1) covariance structure is interesting and could contribute to methodological discussions in estimation theory. However, the clarity of presentation and explanation of the proposed method could be improved to enhance accessibility to readers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title reflects the manuscript's content and clearly indicates the proposed methodological contribution. However, it is relatively long and could be shortened for clarity and readability. A possible alternative title could be:

“Weights Sum of Squares Ratio as an Alternative to Relative Efficiency in Selecting the Best Linear Unbiased Estimator for Correlated Variables.”
	

	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 summarizes the main objective and the proposed method; however, it could be improved in terms of clarity and conciseness. Some sentences are repetitive and contain grammatical issues that make the contribution less clear. It would help to clearly state the methodological contribution, key findings, and practical implications in a more structured manner.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript follows established concepts in estimation theory and linear unbiased estimators. The mathematical formulations of GLUE, AM, and the proposed WSSR measure appear logically developed within the presented framework. However, some derivations and explanations would benefit from clearer notation and more detail to improve readability and reproducibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes several classical references related to estimation theory and time series models. While these sources provide an appropriate theoretical foundation, the literature review lacks sufficient recent references. Including more recent studies (e.g., from the last 5–7 years) on estimator efficiency, robust estimators, or alternative efficiency measures would strengthen the context of the proposed method and better demonstrate its relevance to current research.
	

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


	The manuscript contains several grammatical and stylistic issues that affect clarity and readability. Examples include awkward phrasing, inconsistent terminology, and typographical errors throughout the abstract, introduction, and methodology sections. Some sentences are overly long and repetitive, which makes the argument difficult to follow. Careful proofreading and professional language editing are recommended to improve the manuscript's clarity and presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The idea of using WSSR as a simpler alternative to variance-based relative efficiency is interesting and potentially useful for practical statistical applications. However, the manuscript would benefit from clearer explanations of the theoretical development and the intuition behind the proposed measure. Improving the structure of some sections and refining the language would make the contribution easier for readers to understand.
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