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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 a valuable contribution by highlighting an important statistical challenge in tropical forestry that is often overlooked. The study combines traditional statistical approaches with modern machine learning techniques in a clear and reproducible framework, providing practical insights for researchers and forest managers. Its findings have relevance for sustainable forest management, biomass estimation, carbon accounting, and the broader application of data-driven methods in forestry research.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 3
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the title is generally clear and appropriate for the study. However, the title could be shortened slightly to improve readability and make it more concise without losing its meaning. Remove programing language name “Python”.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 3
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and provides a clear overview of the study's objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. It effectively summarizes the statistical analyses performed and highlights the main outcome that the timber diameter data do not follow a normal distribution despite various transformation and normalization approaches. However, the abstract could be slightly shortened by reducing some methodological details and placing greater emphasis on the practical implications of the findings for forest management and future forestry research.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 4
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the keywords are generally appropriate and reflect the main themes of the manuscript.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 3
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the background information is sufficient and well organized, providing readers with a strong foundation for understanding the study. The authors effectively explain the importance of diameter at breast height (DBH) in forest inventory, biomass estimation, carbon accounting, and regulatory compliance, and they clearly discuss the statistical challenges associated with multi-species tropical timber datasets. The manuscript also provides a useful overview of key concepts such as data transformation, normalization, normality testing, and machine learning methods, while linking them to forestry applications. However, the background section is quite extensive and could be condensed in some areas, particularly the detailed explanations of statistical techniques, to improve readability and maintain greater focus on the study's specific research objectives.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 4
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript explicitly outlines five research objectives, including assessing the normality of harvested timber diameter distributions, evaluating transformation and normalization techniques, applying machine learning methods, and demonstrating a reproducible Python-based analytical workflow. In addition, each objective is supported by corresponding null and alternative hypotheses, making the study design transparent and easy to follow.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 3
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the literature review is relevant, comprehensive, and generally up to date. The authors draw on a wide range of sources covering tropical forestry, forest management, statistical analysis, machine learning, and reproducible scientific computing, which helps establish a strong theoretical foundation for the study. The review includes both seminal references, such as Box and Cox (1964), Shapiro and Wilk (1965), and MacQueen (1967), as well as recent publications from 2025 related to forest carbon estimation, anomaly detection, reproducible research, and tropical forest management. However, the literature review is quite extensive and could be streamlined in some sections.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 4
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the research methodology is appropriate for the study. The combination of statistical tests, data transformation techniques, normalization methods, and machine learning algorithms provides a robust framework for analyzing timber diameter distributions. The methodology is well aligned with the study objectives and supports the conclusions drawn by the authors.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 4
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 4
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the results are presented clearly and in a logical sequence. The use of tables, figures, statistical summaries, and visualizations such as histograms, Q-Q plots, PCA plots, and clustering results helps readers understand the findings. However, some result descriptions are quite detailed and could be condensed to improve readability and avoid repetition.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	Yes, the tables and figures are generally clear, relevant, and necessary for supporting the study's findings. They effectively illustrate the distribution of timber diameters, the results of normality tests, transformation effects, clustering outcomes, and anomaly detection analyses.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 4
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the discussion effectively relates the findings to existing literature.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 4
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the conclusions are well supported by the data presented in the study. The results consistently demonstrate that the timber diameter data are non-normal and bimodal, and the statistical analyses clearly show that the applied transformation and normalization methods do not fully resolve these distributional characteristics. The conclusions regarding the need for distribution-aware analytical approaches and the usefulness of machine learning techniques are therefore justified by the findings.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 4
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the limitations of the study are clearly discussed. The authors acknowledge that the dataset is limited to 373 harvested trees from a specific region of Cameroon and represents a single cross-sectional harvest period. They also note the absence of variables such as spatial coordinates, tree height, wood density, and temporal measurements, which may limit the broader generalizability and ecological interpretation of the findings.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 4
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The references are relevant and sufficient in number for the scope of the study. The inclusion of both classic methodological references and recent publications from 2024–2025 provides a strong scientific foundation and adequately supports the study's objectives.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 4
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The title could be shortened slightly to improve readability and make it more concise without losing its meaning. Remove programing language name “Python”.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract could be slightly shortened by reducing some methodological details and placing greater emphasis on the practical implications of the findings for forest management and future forestry research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The background section is quite extensive and could be condensed in some areas, particularly the detailed explanations of statistical techniques, to improve readability and maintain greater focus on the study's specific research objectives.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Yes
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