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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 synthesizes the morphology and evolution of cranial in artiodactyls by integrating data from the fossil record and genetic studies. This review is interesting because it draws comparations among the four main families and clarifies critical distinction between analogous and homologous structure. Additionally, it highlights the potential of antler development as a biological model for human regenerative medicine, shedding light on neural control and bone tissue healing. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and functional, but being so general, it does not highlight the most interesting aspects mentioned in the manuscript. An alternative title could be “Evolutionary and Morphological Diversity of Ruminant Headgear: A Comparative Review” or something similar.
	

	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 think the summary is correct, but perhaps it overlaps too much with the conclusion. To avoid this, I would add the evolutionary context and medical significance (both briefly). I would also condense the description of the horns a little to make room for these things, which might be interesting to add.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Some important things that, although I mention them in the manuscript, I think are important to keep in mind are: figures must be referenced in the text; titles can be confusing, which is why I would change the text format of the Conclusions; be careful in the References that the format is always the same. 

In addition, something that I think is important and that I am surprised you have not included in this manuscript is that I believe that systematic reviews should be reproducible and transparent. To this end, I think it would be useful to add a short section on Materials and Methods, including when the search was conducted, the databases consulted, the search terms, the selection and exclusion criteria, etc.
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