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	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 holds significant value for the scientific community as it provides a comprehensive and methodologically rigorous overview of meta-analysis—one of the most essential tools for evidence synthesis across disciplines. By clearly explaining each stage of the meta-analytic process, the paper strengthens researchers’ ability to conduct transparent, reproducible, and statistically sound reviews. Its interdisciplinary examples further enhance its relevance, enabling scholars in medicine, agriculture, psychology, environmental science, and other fields to apply standardized methods in their own research. Overall, this work contributes to improving research quality, promoting evidence-based decision-making, and advancing cumulative scientific knowledge.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Few improved and more precise title options. Your current title “Meta-Analysis: A systematic research methodology Approach” is understandable. I have suggested 

Meta-Analysis as a Tool for Evidence-Based Veterinary Research: Methods and Best Practices’
	

	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.


	Assessment of Abstract & Suggestions

The abstract is informative and detailed, but it is too long for a standard scientific abstract and reads more like a mini-review. It covers many methodological components of meta-analysis, but it lacks a clear structure, and some parts contain unnecessary detail that may overwhelm readers. Additionally, the abstract does not clearly state the purpose of the manuscript, which is essential for a methodological review. The flow can also be improved by reducing repeated explanations and focusing on the core message.

Recommended Improvements

✔ Shorten the abstract to a more concise 200–250 words, focusing only on major elements rather than detailed procedures.

✔ Add a clear statement of purpose, such as: “This article provides an overview of meta-analysis methodology for researchers in veterinary and animal sciences.”

✔ Include a sentence highlighting the relevance to veterinary science, since this is the target field.

✔ Remove overly technical explanations (e.g., listing specific statistical tools, heterogeneity tests) and reserve them for the main text.

✔ Improve readability by organizing the content into a logical sequence: background → purpose → methods overview → key significance.

Example of Points to Delete or Shorten

– Excessive detail about specific statistical indices (e.g., Cochran Q, I², funnel plots)

– Long sentences explaining data extraction steps

– Repetition of meta-analysis benefits already mentioned in the introduction
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	This manuscript is scientifically sound, as it accurately explains the principles, procedures, and applications of meta-analysis using widely accepted methodological frameworks (PRISMA, PICO/PECO/SPIDER, risk-of-bias tools, effect size computation, heterogeneity assessment, and publication bias evaluation). The descriptions align well with standard scientific literature, and the manuscript correctly cites appropriate sources supporting each methodological component. The discussion of fixed-effect vs. random-effects models, quality assessment tools, and statistical software is also accurate and consistent with established practices in evidence synthesis.

However, a few points could be improved for even stronger scientific clarity:

Minor Scientific Issues / Areas for Refinement

✔ Some explanations are overly broad or generalized, and certain steps repeat information presented earlier.

✔ A few sentences mix conceptual explanation with procedural detail, which may confuse readers.

✔ Some sections list methodological tools without explaining their context of use in veterinary science.

✔ A few grammatical issues slightly reduce the precision of scientific statements.

✔ The manuscript does not always differentiate the limitations of meta-analysis (potential biases, heterogeneity challenges) in enough depth.

Strengths in Scientific Accuracy

✔ Definitions of meta-analysis and systematic review are correct.

✔ Statistical concepts (effect size types, heterogeneity indices, bias tests) are accurately described.

✔ Methodological steps (screening, data extraction, quality assessment) follow international standards

✔ Examples drawn from veterinary/agricultural studies are appropriate and relevant.

✔ Interpretation and discussion reflect correct scientific reasoning.

Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct, well-referenced, and follows accepted methodological principles. With minor revisions to improve clarity, reduce repetition, and add field-specific context, it can be made even stronger and more coherent.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient, relevant, and recent, with many from 2018–2025. However, adding a few key methodological and veterinary-specific sources would strengthen the manuscript. Recommended additional references include:

•
PRISMA 2020 guidelines (Page et al., 2021)

•
Cochrane Handbook (Higgins et al., 2022)

•
Lean et al., 2020 – Meta-analysis in animal and veterinary sciences

•
Sauvant et al., 2008 – Meta-analysis in animal nutrition

These additions will enhance the methodological depth and veterinary relevance of the manuscript.
	

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


	The manuscript’s English is generally clear, understandable, and suitable for scholarly communication, but it would benefit from some refinement. Several sentences are overly long, some terminology is repetitive, and a few grammatical issues reduce clarity. The scientific meaning is correct throughout, but the flow and readability could be improved through moderate language editing. Overall, the language is acceptable, but a careful revision would enhance precision and professionalism.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is suitable for publication after minor improvements in language, abstract shortening, and strengthening veterinary-oriented examples.

Based on the scientific content, structure, clarity, references, and relevance to veterinary science, this manuscript is of good quality but requires minor revisions to improve clarity, concise writing, and field-specific alignment. The methodology is scientifically accurate, the references are mostly recent, and there are no ethical or competing-interest issues.
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