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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.

	
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	


PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	
	




PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Comments and Suggestions for Authors 

Both the title and the abstract refer to domestic and wild animals, but the study focuses solely on mammals. These sections should reflect the subsequent development of the research.
Use keywords that don't appear in the title.
There are several paragraphs that begin with authors' names, such as “Özkan et al. (2019)...” This style of writing makes the text less fluid and reads like a simple list. Please find another way to present these paragraphs.
When referring to “large” and “small,” please include general or average measurements found in the literature. The same applies when referring to “short,” “wide,” “thick,” “thin,” etc.
Throughout the text, it is important to maintain a clear structure; for example, differences between breeds and between sexes could be separated by subheadings. It also helps the reader to follow the order in which the regions of the skull, the bones that make them up, and the bony features are described, as much as possible. Similarly, distinguish or group domestic and wild mammals, as well as the taxa under study (at the family level, for example).
I cannot understand the purpose of the section titled “Applied anatomical studies.” It includes linear measures such as lengths and widths, as well as relative averages, standard deviations, means, and indices. It also includes differences in some linear measurements between the sexes.  If this section only covers the application of classical morphometry to describe skull morphology, it should have a different title that accurately reflects its content. It should also follow a logical order of presentation, as I mentioned earlier.
In the “Radiographic and Computed Tomographic Studies” section, the paragraphs describing studies that use radiographic and computed tomography techniques are mixed together and do not follow the order of the subheading. I believe it would be better to organize them by the techniques used.
According to the abstract, the objectives of this review are quite broad. You include only studies that use classical morphometric techniques, X-rays, and CT scans. This excludes very valuable techniques such as histology and geometric morphometrics. I believe it is essential to include these studies if the objectives are to be met.
If the aim is to conduct a comparative study highlighting variations in cranial shape, orbital structure, foramina, and mandibular dimensions across species, as well as differences between breeds and species, it is essential to include figures illustrating these variations. You should also consider adding comparative tables.
Regarding the surgical approach, I do not understand to what extent applied anatomy helps in understanding the clinically relevant landmarks on the skull. Once again, I believe it is essential to include figures that demonstrate this point.
As for the surgical approach, I do not understand to what extent applied anatomy helps in understanding clinically relevant landmarks on the skull. Once again, I believe it is essential to include figures that illustrate this point. In this regard, the literature cited is limited; in fact, it is restricted solely to the article by Kalita et al. (2019). You should expand this section given its clinical importance.
In general, it is essential to include figures throughout the work, especially when dealing with skull morphology and the techniques used to study it.

Finally, you mention that studies of the skulls of domestic and wild animals are important and have revealed a wide range of morphological diversity, and that this reflects functional, ecological, and phylogenetic adaptations specific to each species. This is a significant point that deserves further elaboration. Otherwise, the title should be changed to something like: Review of certain anatomical techniques applied to the study of skull morphology in domestic and wild animals.
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