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	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.


	This manuscript addresses a significant and timely issue in statistical methodology — the detection of rater bias in ordinal categorical data. Given the growing reliance on subjective evaluations in fields like medicine, education, and behavioral sciences, the ability to assess the reliability and bias of raters is essential. The comparative analysis of four well-known methods provides a valuable resource for researchers and practitioners who need to choose the most appropriate technique based on their data structure and goals. By using simulation-based evaluation, the authors present a controlled and reproducible way to highlight the strengths and limitations of each method, thereby contributing meaningfully to methodological research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and clearly reflects the scope and content of the manuscript.
Optional suggestion (not necessary): You may consider slightly shortening it to: “Comparative Evaluation of Statistical Methods for Detecting Rater Bias in Ordinal Data”
but the current title is accurate and acceptable.


	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is well-organized and informative. It clearly outlines the aim, methodology, key findings, and conclusion. However, the following minor improvement is suggested:

· Consider mentioning the use of simulation earlier in the abstract, as it plays a central role in the study.

· Clarify that the study used hypothetical contingency tables rather than real-world data.

Suggested edit for the sentence in the methodology portion:
“This study employs a simulation-based comparative approach using created 3×3 contingency tables...”
* This could be revised to:
“This study employs a simulation-based comparative approach using hypothetical 3×3 contingency tables to model varying levels of agreement...”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically rigorous. The four selected statistical tests are appropriately justified, correctly implemented, and their theoretical underpinnings are clearly explained. The use of simulation offers an effective strategy to isolate and evaluate method-specific sensitivity to rater bias. The interpretation of the results is consistent with theoretical expectations, and the conclusions are reasonable.

One minor technical suggestion:

· While the Bias Index is presented as the most interpretable, it would be beneficial if the authors briefly discussed any known limitations or contexts where the Bias Index may underperform (e.g., when bias is small or data is sparse).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are appropriate, relevant, and include recent publications (2020–2023) that reflect current literature. The inclusion of classic statistical references (e.g., Agresti, Stuart, Pagano) alongside newer works provides a well-rounded foundation.

Optional addition: You may consider citing:

· Gwet, K. L. (2014). Handbook of Inter-Rater Reliability, for an expanded perspective on bias-adjusted agreement coefficients.


	

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


	Yes, the English language quality is suitable for academic publication. The writing is formal, technically precise, and mostly free from grammatical errors. However, there are some areas where the phrasing could be slightly improved for better flow or clarity, especially in the results section. Minor editing or proofreading could help improve sentence structure and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	* The inclusion of both descriptive (Bias Index) and inferential methods (tests) is a strength, providing a comprehensive view.

* Adding a visual summary figure or comparison table showing the relative performance of each method (sensitivity, interpretability, robustness) could enhance reader understanding.

*  Future work suggestions are appropriate, though authors may elaborate more on real-world applications or datasets where this method could be applied directly.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are identified. 
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