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PART  1: Review Comments 

 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with 

reviewer, corrects the manuscript and 

highlights that part in the manuscript. 

It is mandatory that authors should 

write his/her feedback here) 
Compulsory  

REVISION comments 
 

 
This paper considered step stress tests when the samples are Type I and Type II 
censoring from the Kumaraswmay Weibull distribution with three shape 
parameters. The author assumed that two of four unknown parameters of 
Kumaraswmay Weibull distribution are known and obtained MLEs and 
approximate confidence interval of the parameters by using the Fisher 
information, and then the relative absolute biases, MSEs, relative errors of the 
proposed estimators by using the Monte Carlo simulation, but these methods are 
well known and thus are less of novelty and ideally. 
The author compared the performance of proposed estimators by using Monte 
Carlo simulation for large sample of size, so need to compare for small samples, 
for example  30, 40, 50 etc.   
 

 

Minor  
REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Page 2 

① 5th line: parameteres → parameters 
② “It has three ~ KumW distribution.” which is the part that is after 

equation (2), and “The KumW distribution ~ Rezk er al. (2013).” which 
is 4th line under equation (4), are repeated. They are same things.  

 
2. Page 3 

①  At equation (5), meaning of  and  are not clear. Explain the mean of 

these notations. 
 
3. Page 4  

① Equation between equations (9) and (10): exp → 

exp  
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② 2nd line under equation (11): need to eliminate .  

③ At “Substituting  in (12)”, which is under equation (11), it should be 

(11), not (12).  
 

4. Page 7  

① In “As shown they ~ and .” those two sentences are same things. 
② In equation (22): need to explain about the notation 2u.  

 
5. Page 8  

① On the first line, there is lack of explanation about GAV and  in 

equation (27). 
② In section 3.3.1, you use the sample of size to 100, 200, 300, 400, and 

500. I think these are too large. Since estimators are usually not much 
in it for large sample,  there should be results when the size is small or 
medium.  

③ It says that you used likelihood equations (37), (38), and (39) to find 
out MLEs, but these equations are not mentioned in the paper.   

 
6. Page 9  

① I’m wondering why you mentioned the equation (24) about Fisher 
information matrix in 4th line.  

② The larger the sample is close to the true value of parameter but if you 
look at the Table1, it is not consistently happened. Make sure to check 
the Table again and explain the result. 
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Optional/General 

comments 
 

1. There is simple way to find out their MLEs through package program, 
why author used this assumption that some of them are known?  

2. The author used the observed Fisher information to get the two sided 
approximate confidence intervals of unknown parameters, but this also 
is available through package program. This is not a new method and 
thus leads to decrease in its novelty. 

3. The optimum test plan using observed Fisher information is also not a 
new idea.  
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