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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

The convergence rate of a Markov transition matrix is governed by the second largest 
eigenvalue, where the first largest eigenvalue is unity, under general regularity conditions. 
Garren and Smith (2000) constructed confidence intervals on this second largest 
eigenvalue, based on asymptotic normality theory, and performed simulations, which were 
somewhat limited in scope due to the reduced computing power of that time period. Herein 
we focus on simulating coverage intervals, using the advanced computing power of our 
current time period. Thus, we compare our simulated coverage intervals to the theoretical 
confidence intervals from Garren and Smith (2000). 
 
This paper is written well and logically organized. More examples are provided to show the 
less conservative results than others. However, the following points should be further 
addressed in the revision before I recommend the paper for publication. 
 
1)    It seems that the technique of this paper is well-known. The authors must clearly show 
the difference and improvements in comparison with the existing results in the view of 
technique analysis.  
2)    The motivation on why to propose such a framework and strategy in real-world 
applications should be clearly emphasized. It would be much better if some guideline 
remark words on practical applications should be given. 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I agree with the referee, and I answered both of the referee’s queries in yellow 
at the end of section 2. 
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