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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 work in this manuscript is noteworthy. It tested the assumption of normality of anthropometric data, which is a fundamental aspect for most forms of quantitative analysis. Assuring that the height measurements of students are normally distributed allows the advanced application of statistical tests like ANOVA or regression models with confidence that their results are meaningful. In addition, the visual and procedural illustrations of the parameters’ goodness of fit provided a useful guide for pedagogues and other researchers looking to incorporate or teach about these innovative techniques in their analysis.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear, but it’s a bit wordy and repeats (fit). can streamline it for greater impact and readability. For example:

(Chi‑Square Goodness‑of‑Fit Analysis of Student Heights at Akwa Ibom State University)
	

	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 current abstract does a good job, sample size/source, methods (graphical and χ²), and overall conclusion, but it would be stronger if:

1.Report key quantitative results. Give the estimated mean and standard deviation (for example  μ̂ = 1.66 m, σ̂ = 0.07 m), the χ² statistic (for example χ² = 12.07), the degrees of freedom (df = 5), and the resulting p value (for example p ≈ 0.03 at α = 0.05).

2.State your significance level explicitly (for example, at α = 0.05 we fail to reject normality).

3.Clarify or remove the remark that ( the maximum likelihood estimates … are quite influential) either explain what you mean (for example, how MLEs affect the test) or save that discussion for the main text.

4.Mention the practical importance of confirming normality (for example, ensuring validity of subsequent parametric analyses in biomedical research).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound in its core approach. There are a few technical points, double-check or clarify to ensure full correctness:

1.Expected Cell Counts: Confirm that every cell’s expected count exceeds the usual minimum (≈5) to validate the χ² approximation.

2.Parameter Estimation Impact: Acknowledge that using MLE rather than minimum χ² estimates can inflate the test statistic; consider quantifying that effect or comparing both approaches.

3.P Value Reporting: Instead of only critical values, report the exact p value for χ² = 12.07 (df = 5) so readers can see at which α levels normality is or isn’t rejected.

4.Bin Selection Rationale: Explain why you chose those particular cut points (for example, equal width vs. quantile based) and how sensitive the test is to that choice.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current reference list solidly covers the classical foundations of goodness of fit testing and standard statistical texts. would benefit from adding more recent comparative studies of normality tests and practical guidance for applied researchers. In particular, I suggest including:

• Razali, N. M. & Wah, Y. B. (2011). “Power comparisons of Shapiro–Wilk, Kolmogorov–Smirnov, Lilliefors and Anderson–Darling tests.” Journal of Statistical Modeling and Analytics, 2(1), 21–33.

• Ghasemi, A. & Zahediasl, S. (2012). “Normality tests for statistical analysis: a guide for non statisticians.” International Journal of Endocrinology and Metabolism, 10(2), 486–489.

• Stephens, M. A. (1974). “EDF statistics for goodness of fit and some comparisons.” Journal of the American Statistical Association, 69(347), 730–737.
	

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


	The overall English is functional and conveys your ideas, but to reach the level expected in a peer-reviewed journal, you should tighten phrasing, correct a handful of errors, and ensure consistency and formality. Here are the main points:

· In several places, [ad] appears where you meant [and] (for example with ad σ  in Section 3.1 Graphical display ).

· Some citations run into the text without punctuation—add commas or parentheses around author–year references.

· Avoid redundant phrases like (using a chi-squared approach to fit) when you can say (fitting … via chi square).

· In the abstract and introduction, trim filler (The datasets obtained contains varieties of information which most time aid…) to something like (These data inform policy and decision making).

· Swap colloquial (great resemblance to a bell shape) for (strong bell shape conformity).

· Use consistent tense: you often mix past (was drawn), (observed) with present (Figure 1 is a plot). For methods/results use past tense; for established theory use present.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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