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Compulsory REVISION comments  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

In situations where there is no clear best parametric fit for time-to-event data with moderate 
level of censoring, the proposed method provides a robust alternative to obtain regression 
coefficients (both adjusted and unadjusted) with a performance comparable to that of a 
proportional hazards model. 
 
In my opinion, the paper is well written and organized. The work of the paper is correct. 
However, there are some comments to improve the quality of the paper which are given as 
follows: 
•    In the introduction part, the author should give more background works in details about 
advantages of the proposed method over the existing methods 
 
 
 

Yes, this sentence mistakenly appeared two times in the ABSTRACT. I have 
corrected this error now. Thank you for pointing this out. It now appears only 
once in the ABSTRACT. 
 
 
Thank you for your positive comment on my work. 
 
 
In the ABSTRACT (under “Results”), I have now added a sentence that reads 
“In a real-life example pertaining to pancreatic cancer study, the proposed 
method performed admirably well and provided a more realistic interpretation 
about the effect of covariates (age and Karnofsky score) compared to a 
standard parametric (lognormal) model.” 
This aspect of the model is also discussed in the Section 3.2 where the 
readers may see the advantage of the proposed method. The main advantage 
of the proposed model is its “robustness”, and this has been reiterated 
throughout the text.  
In the Introduction Section, I have also given multiple references about work 
done by other authors and the main advantages have been discussed in the 
Methods and Results sections. 
Thank you for your suggestions. It has helped me a lot in improving my 
manuscript. 
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