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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.


	The main objective of the article is to compare the power of three statistical tests (the Student’s t-test, the Wilcoxon signed-rank test, and the sign test) in detecting seasonality in time series that exhibit either linear or quadratic trends.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is informative and accurate.
	

	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 abstract is awkwardly written, containing errors such as “stimulated example” instead of “simulated examples” and incorrect phrases like “in other to check the effects on the powers of the tests,” which reduce clarity. It is also not clear, as it does not specify which tests are compared, how the data are simulated, or what results were obtained.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Please see the comments.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	The article exhibits several weaknesses, including grammatical errors, imprecise terminology, and excessive repetition of result tables (Table 5). Please see the comments.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article shows several weaknesses, such as grammatical mistakes, unclear terminology, and excessive repetition of result tables (especially Table 5), which reduces overall readability. A careful language revision and a more concise presentation of the results would greatly enhance clarity and the scientific impact of the paper. Please see the comments.
The conclusions of this study are valid only within a limited methodological context and could be strengthened by considering alternative model structures, conducting a more rigorous evaluation of test properties. Please see the comments.

In terms of presentation and writing quality:

The abstract states the study’s general objective but is unclear and contains errors (e.g., “stimulated example” instead of “simulated examples”) and awkward phrasing (in other to check the effects on the powers of the tests). It is also not clear, failing to specify the tests compared, the simulation method, or the results.

The introduction dives too quickly into methods, and would be clearer if restructured to first present the context and importance of seasonality, then define key concepts, introduce the tests, and highlight the study’s specific objective and originality.

The table numbering is inconsistent, with multiple sections labeled “Table 5,” causing confusion and making it hard to reference specific results. Each table or segment should have a unique number or clearly marked subparts (e.g., Table 5a, 5b) to improve clarity and readability.

In terms of methodology:

The experiment is limited by the use of a single set of seasonal indices and does not assess the robustness of the tests with respect to changes in the magnitude or structure of the seasonal component. 

Moreover, it remains restrictive, as it does not take into account multiplicative or mixed models, which are commonly encountered in practical applications. 

In terms of scientific analysis:

Section 3.1 lacks essential details on the simulation methodology, including the exact values of the linear and quadratic trend parameters and the procedure for generating the series, making reproduction or evaluation of the results impossible. There is also an inconsistency, as Table 5 suggests that 10 simulated series were used instead of the reported 100. Furthermore, incorrect terminology, such as “stimulated results” instead of “simulated results,” further reduces the clarity and readability of this section.

Section 3.2 Comparison of Powers of the three Tests in the Presence of Seasonal Effects

As results, the Student’s t-test shows the highest power, the Wilcoxon test performs slightly lower, and the sign test is less effective; the discussion remains mainly descriptive without explaining the t-test’s superiority.

The conclusion is mainly descriptive, as it reiterates the results without providing critical discussion.
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