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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.
	Comments to the Authors
1. Title needs to be strengthened.
The current title is somewhat redundant because “radiographic assessment” and “X-ray films” convey essentially the same information. In addition, “sex determination” may be better replaced with “sex estimation”, which is the preferred terminology in forensic anthropology. 
2. The manuscript would benefit from careful English-language editing to improve grammar, sentence construction, readability, and consistency of terminology. Several sentences are lengthy or repetitive 
3. Please broaden the Discussion by incorporating recent literature on anthropometric indices and sexual dimorphism.
The Discussion currently focuses predominantly on the ischiopubic index and pelvic morphometry. It would be valuable to place the findings within the broader context of forensic anthropometry and sexual dimorphism in human morphometric indices. The authors should consider citing the following recent studies: “Nagar N, Singi Y, Dabhi D, Rathore R. Cephalic Index Variation in the Indigenous Population of Tribal Districts in Himachal Pradesh. Cureus. 2024 Aug 28;16(8):e68018. DOI: 10.7759/cureus.68018. PMID: 39347171; PMCID: PMC11430408.” And “Dabhi D, Singi Y, Nagar N, Jain J, Modgil V, Rathore R, Chhabra D, Jain S, Jangid A, Krishnagopal SN. Exploring Facial Index as an Indicator of Ethnic Lineage in Upper Himalayan Indigenous Tribal Populations. Cureus. 2025 May 25;17(5):e84773. DOI: 10.7759/cureus.84773. PMID: 40556996; PMCID: PMC12186710.” These recent studies may help the authors discuss variation in craniofacial indices, population-specific anthropometric characteristics, and the broader concept of sexual dimorphism, thereby strengthening the anthropological and forensic context of the present work.
4. Clarify the distinction between population-specific variation and general applicability.
5. The reported 100% classification accuracy requires more cautious interpretation.
6. Please clarify the statistical methodology.
7. The limitations of the retrospective convenience sample should be discussed more explicitly.
8. Please improve the presentation and interpretation of the comparative literature. Table 4 compares IPI values across several Nigerian and international populations. The Discussion could be strengthened by providing a more structured explanation of why these values differ, including differences in population ancestry, geographical distribution, sample characteristics, imaging methodology, and measurement techniques. 
9. Please review terminology throughout the manuscript. Terms such as sex determination, sex differentiation, and biological sex estimation are used somewhat interchangeably. The terminology should be standardised, preferably using “sex estimation” in the forensic anthropology context. 
10. Please carefully revise the figures and tables for consistency and presentation quality.
Figure 1 should use consistent anatomical terminology for the landmarks (e.g., “pubic tubercle” versus “pubic tuberosity”), as both terms appear in the manuscript. The table headings, abbreviations, decimal places, and statistical notation should also be standardised. 
11. The Conclusion should be strengthen.

	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	2
Please see the comment to authors.
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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


	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	




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.

	No
Needs to be strengthen.
	

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

	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
The study addresses a relevant topic in forensic anthropology and provides useful population-specific data on the ischiopubic index for sex estimation among adult Nigerians.
After carefully reviewing the manuscript, I recommend major revision before it can be considered for publication. I have provided detailed comments to the authors regarding the title, language and presentation, statistical methodology, measurement reliability, interpretation of the classification accuracy, limitations of the sample, and the need to broaden the Discussion by incorporating recent relevant literature.
I believe that addressing these issues would substantially improve the scientific clarity, methodological rigour, and overall quality of the manuscript.


	

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

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

	No
Need to include the suggested references.
	

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

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

	No
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Nirmal Kumar Nagar, Bharat Vikas Institute of Medical Science, India
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