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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.
	This manuscript makes an important contribution to the scientific community by systematically comparing random imputation methods for univariate missing data within the R environment. Missing data is a persistent challenge in empirical research, and the study provides both theoretical grounding and practical implementation guidance. By incorporating simulation studies under different missingness mechanisms and levels, the paper offers valuable insights for researchers who need to choose appropriate imputation strategies. The inclusion of recent literature (2020–2025) and reproducible code enhances its relevance and usability for applied researchers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable? (If not please suggest an alternative title)
	
The current title, “Comparison of Random Imputation Methods Using R Programming: Case Study of Univariate Data”, is generally clear but could be made more concise. Suggested alternatives include:

· “Evaluating Random Imputation Methods for Univariate Missing Data: An R-Based Simulation Study”
· “Comparison of Random Imputation Methods for
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	Univariate Data Using R”
	

	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 comprehensive, covering the problem, methodology, findings, and implications. However, it could be improved by:

· Streamlining overly technical details (e.g., exact percentages of missingness could be summarized).
· Expanding the conclusion sentence to emphasize the broader implications for applied fields (e.g., healthcare, social sciences, economics).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically correct, with sound methodology, appropriate use of R packages, and a well- designed simulation study. The conclusions are supported by the results. A minor suggestion is to expand the limitations section to acknowledge the restriction to univariate settings and potential extensions to multivariate contexts.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are up to date, with many from 2023–2025, and sufficiently cover the core literature on missing data
imputation. To further strengthen the paper, the authors may consider adding a few references on applied case studies of
	





	
	imputation in large-scale surveys or machine learning contexts (e.g., recent applications in economics or environmental sciences).
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript is written in clear and professional English, suitable for scholarly communication. Minor stylistic edits could further improve readability, but overall the quality of the writing is acceptable.
	

	Optional/General comments
	This is a well-prepared and timely manuscript. With slight improvements to the title, abstract clarity, and expanded discussion on limitations and practical implications, it will serve as a useful resource for both methodological researchers and applied practitioners dealing with missing data.
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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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