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	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.


	Manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it addresses a critical gap in the assessment of rater bias for ordinal categorical data, which is prevalent in clinical, educational, and behavioral research. By systematically evaluating and comparing four statistical methods—Modified McNemar Test, Single Binomial Test, Marginal Homogeneity Test, and Bias Index—the study provides researchers with robust tools to detect and quantify systematic bias, enhancing the reliability of human-judgment-based evaluations.
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	The abstract is well-structured and covers the essential components (Aims, Study Design, Methodology, Results, Conclusion). However, it could be more concise, engaging, and better aligned with scientific abstract conventions.
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	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its methodology, statistical approach, and conclusions, but there are a few areas where clarity, precision, or technical correctness could be improved.
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	The references are relevant and generally up-to-date, but there are opportunities to strengthen their recency, breadth, and coverage of key methodological advances.
	

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


	Suitable for submission, but would benefit from:

 Reducing wordiness (e.g., "in the circumstance of" → "under").

Active voice where appropriate.

Consistent terminology.
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