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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 offers a clear guide to conducting meta-analyses, which is valuable for researchers in veterinary science, agriculture, and animal health. It provides practical advice on statistical methods, quality assessment, and software tools that will help researchers synthesise evidence properly. The emphasis on rigorous methodology will improve research quality across these fields.
	

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

	Yes, the title is appropriate and accurately reflects the content. However, a minor improvement could make it clearer: "Meta-Analysis: A Systematic and Practical Research Methodology" would better emphasise both the theoretical and applied aspects covered in the manuscript.
	

	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 needs improvement in several areas. Firstly, it should begin with a clear statement of the review's purpose. Currently, it launches directly into describing processes without explaining why the review was written or what it aims to achieve. Secondly, there is excessive technical detail throughout, making it read more like an introduction than a summary. The abstract should be more concise and focus on key points rather than describing every step of the meta-analysis process. Thirdly, it lacks a brief conclusion or key recommendation that would help readers understand the main takeaway message. Also, the structure should follow a more standard format with clear sections covering purpose, key points, and conclusions. The abstract currently describes processes in great detail but doesn't clearly state what the review contributes or what readers will gain from it.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the content is scientifically sound overall. The methodological descriptions are accurate and align with established best practices such as PRISMA and Cochrane guidelines. However, I note several areas that could be improved. The manuscript doesn't clearly distinguish between "systematic review" and "meta-analysis" early on, which could confuse readers new to these methods. Some statistical concepts, particularly the distinction between fixed-effect and random-effects models, are mentioned multiple times throughout the text but could benefit from consolidation into a single, clearer explanation. Additionally, more guidance on when to use specific tools and which version of assessment tools to apply in different scenarios would strengthen the practical utility of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are partially sufficient. They include appropriate foundational and recent sources spanning 2018 to 2025, and cover key frameworks such as PRISMA, Cochrane, and GRADE. However, several important recent publications are missing. I recommend adding Page et al. (2021) on the PRISMA 2020 updated guidelines, Higgins et al. (2019) covering the latest Cochrane Handbook for Systematic Reviews, and Sterne et al. (2019) on the updated RoB 2 tool for assessing risk of bias. The manuscript would also require additional references on publication bias detection methods beyond the basic mention, and guidelines specifically tailored to veterinary and animal sciences meta-analyses. References on emerging methodologies such as network meta-analysis and living systematic reviews would also add value.
	

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

	The language requires moderate editing before publication. There are several grammatical errors throughout, including "systemetic" instead of "systematic" in the keywords section, and inconsistent hyphenation of "meta-analysis" versus "meta analysis". Many sentences are overly long and complex, which affects readability and comprehension. Some word choices are awkward for academic writing, such as "granular data" which is unusual in this context and should be replaced with "detailed data". There are also issues with consistency in terminology, with variations like "effect size" and "effect sizes" used interchangeably without clear reasoning. Professional English editing is recommended to ensure the manuscript meets the journal's standards for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript has considerable strengths, including comprehensive coverage of meta-analysis methodology, a well-structured progression from basic concepts to advanced techniques, and practical focus with software recommendations that will be useful to researchers. The integration of examples is particularly appropriate for the journal's readership. However, several improvements would significantly enhance the manuscript. Visual aids are notably absent and would greatly enhance understanding. The manuscript would require a flowchart illustrating the meta-analysis process, example forest and funnel plots with interpretation guidance, and a PRISMA flow diagram showing the study selection process. Including a worked example with actual calculations and interpretation would make the methodology more accessible to readers. Several methodological sections need expansion. Subgroup analysis is mentioned but not detailed sufficiently. Meta-regression procedures and sensitivity analysis approaches warrant more thorough explanation. A section discussing common pitfalls in conducting meta-analyses would be valuable, helping readers avoid frequent mistakes. The Materials and Methods section requires clarification. Currently, it describes a generic protocol rather than methods used for this particular review article. This section should be retitled as "Recommended Meta-Analysis Protocol" or "Standard Meta-Analysis Methodology" to accurately reflect its content. Also, the software information should be updated to include newer R packages and web-based tools that have become available since some of the cited references were published.

The manuscript presents valuable content on meta-analysis methodology with comprehensive coverage of key concepts relevant to veterinary and animal sciences. However, it requires major revisions before publication.
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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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