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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 work is important for the scientific community because it provides solid empirical evidence on the comparability, reliability and systematic bias between analog and digital anthropometric instruments, in a real academic context with variable resources.
By demonstrating that highly correlated instruments can still generate statistically and clinically significant differences in BMI classification, the study highlights a key methodological issue that can influence epidemiological estimates, clinical screening and longitudinal research outcomes.
The results contribute to improving the standardization of anthropometric measurement protocols, especially in low- and middle-income countries, where mixed use of devices is common.
I believe that this study supports evidence-based decision-making in research and public health, clarifying the conditions under which different measurement technologies should be used or adjusted.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	I think the title is appropriate, scientifically clear, but can be slightly improved depending on the target journal and desired impact.
Ex: ” Agreement and Systematic Differences between Analog and Digital Tools for BMI Assessment in Undergraduate Students in Nigeria”
	

	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.

	I believe the abstract is largely comprehensive, well-structured, and appropriate for a scientific article, as it clearly presents the context, methods, key results, and conclusion. A few small improvements could further improve its clarity, completeness, and alignment with best practices for high-impact journals.

Although the abstract presents the results clearly, it could benefit from a short sentence highlighting why the findings are important - to clarify the significance of the study more explicitly (implications for misclassification, screening, or research standardization).

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The paper is methodologically sound and aligns well with accepted standards for anthropometric and comparative research. The study design, analytical approach, and interpretation of results are appropriate to the stated objectives.
The cross-sectional comparative design is appropriate and suitable for assessing agreement and systematic differences between measurement devices.
Statistical analyses are appropriately selected and applied to assess differences, association, and reliability.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Based on the abstract and methodology presented in the paper, the manuscript appears to cite relevant fundamental and methodological literature, but the reference list could also contain recent research from the last 5-7 years.
	

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

	The language and quality of the English of the manuscript are largely suitable for academic communication, and the article is easily understandable for an academic audience. The terminology is appropriate, the structure follows conventional scientific writing, and the arguments are presented coherently.
	

	Optional/General comments

	This manuscript addresses a relevant and current methodological issue in anthropometric research, particularly in the context of academic and public health settings with variable resources. The study is well designed, clearly structured, and supported by appropriate statistical analyses, resulting in results that are both scientifically sound and practically meaningful. This is a valuable contribution that can inform best practices in BMI measurement, screening, and research standardization.

The manuscript is scientifically sound, methodologically rigorous, and addresses a relevant and practical research question with clear implications for anthropometric measurements and public health practice. The study design, statistical analyses, ethical compliance, and interpretation of results are appropriate and well-conducted. Limitations are transparently acknowledged, and the conclusions are supported by the data.
I would suggest only minor revisions, related to possible improvement of the concordance analysis.
The manuscript would be well suited for publication.
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	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)
From what is presented, the study appears to be conducted in accordance with standard ethical principles for research involving human participants.
There are no obvious ethical issues in this manuscript.
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