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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.


	The article presents a detailed description of the gross morphology and topographical anatomy of a late-gestation German Shepherd fetus that was naturally delivered dead following an obstetrical complication. While most prenatal anatomical studies rely on larger sample sizes to generate comparative or quantitative data, the authors focus on an individual specimen and argue that such an approach enables exceptionally precise anatomical documentation. This rationale is generally well-supported, and the study indeed showcases the strengths of qualitative, specimen-based morphology.
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	A notable strength of the article is the meticulousness with which the external and internal structures are described. The authors provide fine-grained observations of craniofacial outlines, formation of eyelids, limb development, digital pads, and joint demarcation. These descriptions extend beyond superficial characterization and offer genuinely informative detail that can be valuable for both veterinary anatomists and educators.

The topographical assessment of the internal organs is also presented competently. The positional relationships of the thoracic and abdominal organs are compared to established developmental milestones, and the reported findings are largely consistent with what would be expected in a near-term fetus. The descriptions of lung lobation, the configuration of the heart, and the arrangement of the gastrointestinal and urogenital systems are clear and appear anatomically sound.

Another positive aspect is the emphasis on the educational and reference value of such detailed descriptive work. High-resolution morphological accounts of late-gestation fetuses are surprisingly scarce in the literature, and the present study offers material that could be incorporated into anatomical atlases, teaching modules, or comparative developmental resources.

Despite these strengths, the study has an inherent methodological limitation: it is based on a single specimen. Although the authors acknowledge this, they do not sufficiently discuss the implications. Without multiple fetuses for comparison, it is difficult to judge whether certain structural features represent species-typical development, individual variation, or potential consequences of prenatal stress or the obstetrical complication that preceded death. A more nuanced reflection on these possibilities would enhance the scientific rigor of the discussion.

Another shortcoming is the absence of even minimal morphometric data. The study would benefit greatly from basic measurements such as crown-rump length, body mass, organ dimensions, or ratios commonly used in fetal age estimation. Even if the study is not intended to be quantitative, these metrics would provide important context and make the observations more broadly comparable.

Furthermore, the authors provide very limited information regarding the obstetrical event or the condition of the placenta and fetal membranes. Some contextual detail about the nature of the complication could help readers assess whether any subtle anatomical deviations might be linked to hypoxia or perinatal stress.

Despite its limitations, the study offers meaningful contribution to the anatomical documentation of canine prenatal development. Late-gestation fetuses are often under-represented in morphological research because they are less frequently available and may be subject to decomposition by the time of examination. The careful preservation and systematic dissection of this specimen therefore provide information that is both useful and relatively rare.

The methodology described for gross examination may also serve as a practical guide for future researchers working with individual or small-sample fetal specimens. In this regard, the article has methodological value that extends beyond its descriptive findings.

Conclusion

Overall, the manuscript provides a highly detailed and clearly written account of the external and internal anatomy of a near-term canine fetus. The descriptive quality is a strong asset, and the findings align with established developmental expectations. However, the study would be strengthened by inclusion of morphometric measurements and by a more comprehensive discussion of how individual variability and perinatal circumstances could influence the presented observations.

The manuscript presents valuable descriptive material but requires clearer methodological detail, including basic morphometric data to contextualize the findings. The authors should also address how perinatal circumstances and individual variation may have influenced the observed anatomy. Strengthening the discussion with additional literature and ensuring consistent anatomical terminology will improve the scientific quality of the work. After these revisions, the manuscript may be reconsidered for publication.
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