
 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

 
Journal Name: Journal of Advances in Mathematics and Computer Science  
Manuscript Number: Ms_JAMCS_38975 
Title of the Manuscript:  

A New Generalization of Weibull Distribution 

Type of the Article Original research paper 
 
 
 
General guideline for Peer Review process:  
 
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. 
To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link: 
 
(http://www.sciencedomain.org/page.php?id=sdi-general-editorial-policy#Peer-Review-Guideline) 
 

 
PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

1. Authors need to give some characterization theorem to describe the new generalization of 
Weibull distribution. 

2. In practical application, authors also need to consider some conditions for censored 
samples in this paper. 

3. Authors need to give some practical examples to explain their application in censored 
samples. 

4. Authors also need to explain the motive of choice the parameters for the prior 
distribution.  

 

Noted 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

1. In the notations, the English style and the clearity of exposition need to improve, for 
example : (i) page 101 11th and 16th columns, authors need to rewrite it; (ii) page 101 19th 
column, “Figures 1-2” instead of “figures 1-2”; (iii) page 102 6th column from the bottom, 
authors need to rewrite it; (iv) page 104 1st column from the bottom, “Table 1” instead of 
“table(1)”; (v) page 105 3th column, “Table 2” instead of “table(2)”; (vi) The format of the 
reference is not consistent, some lack of age, etc.. 

2. I suggest that authors also need a good proof-reading by a scientific writer. 
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