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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.
	This study fills a critical gap in our understanding of heart anatomy. It provides the very first detailed look at papillary muscle dimensions within a Nigerian population. For years, global cardiac data has relied heavily on specific demographics. This research brings essential diversity to medical literature by proving that heart structures vary across different regions and ethnicities. By comparing Nigerian data with cohorts from India, the USA, and Bangladesh, the study highlights important geographical variations.
Functionally, the findings illustrate how the heart adapts to its workload. The left ventricular muscles are significantly longer and wider than those on the right. This difference perfectly reflects the higher pressure demands required to keep the mitral valve stable.
Beyond the biology, this data has massive practical value. For cardiac surgeons planning delicate valve repairs or replacements, population-specific measurements act as a precise anatomical roadmap. This supports the medical industry's ongoing shift toward highly personalized surgical care. Furthermore, it gives radiologists and clinicians a clearer baseline for what "normal" looks like on cardiac scans. A clear baseline makes it easier to spot structural anomalies like valve prolapses or rare congenital conditions. Ultimately, this work moves beyond simple measurements. It lays down a vital foundation that will inspire deeper research into how our unique anatomy shapes overall heart performance.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

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

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	4
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	  4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

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

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	15. 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
	4
	



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.

	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No 
While the abstract covers the basic background, methods, results, and conclusions well, it lacks the specific sample size details (N=23) and does not explicitly state the specific geographic origin or institutions from which the Nigerian cadaveric hearts were procured within the methods section. Adding these details would make it completely comprehensive. 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No
There is a critical statistical reporting error between Table 1, Table 3, and the abbreviations key:
· In Table 1, the variable SB is labeled as Septal Breadth and RPB is labeled as Right Posterior Breadth. However, the minimum and maximum ranges for SB (1.86 - 12.00 mm) and RPB (3.30 - 14.76 mm) are completely swapped in comparison to their respective Means +_ SD. 
· In Table 3, the pairing is listed as LPB – RPB , but the abbreviations list below Table 3 mistakenly defines RAB as "Right Anerior Breadth" and cuts off before defining RPB properly. Furthermore, df is incorrectly defined as "Difference" in the footnote, whereas in statistical tables, df scientifically stands for Degrees of Freedom. These inconsistencies must be corrected for scientific and mathematical accuracy. 

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

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

	Yes
The references are highly sufficient, encompassing both foundational anatomical literature and a robust selection of contemporary comparative studies from 2022, 2024, 2025, and 2026. This ensures excellent contextualization for a paper compiled in 2026.
	

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

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

	Yes
The "Material and Methods" section notes that the cadaveric hearts were procured from the anatomy departments of three separate medical universities in Nigeria. However, the manuscript completely omits any mention of Institutional Review Board (IRB) approval, ethical clearance certificate numbers, or compliance with local and international legal/ethical frameworks governing the use of human tissues and cadavers for medical research. The authors must explicitly state that ethical clearance was obtained from the respective university ethics committees.
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