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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.
	The clinical relevance of the study is particularly significant. Variations in the origin and course of the profunda femoris and circumflex femoral arteries may influence surgical dissection, vascular reconstruction, catheter-based procedures, and perforator-based flap surgery. Detailed knowledge of the arterial anatomy can consequently assist surgeons and interventional radiologists in anticipating possible vascular variations and improving procedural safety.
	



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
	4 
The title is good but, For more clarity, the title should also include the term and its branches.
	

	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
It would be more precise to say: "A total of 20 adult cadavers (40 lower limbs), comprising 14 males and 6 females."
	

	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 Excellent
	

	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 
Could be better
	 

	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
 The study is described as: "descriptive cross-sectional study design"
It should be; A cadaveric descriptive observational research was carried out.
	 


	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
	4
The literature clearly demonstrates considerable morphological variation in the femoral arterial system, particularly in the origin of the profunda femoris, medial circumflex femoral, and lateral circumflex femoral arteries.
Existing studies has very small sample size, making direct comparison difficult.
	

	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 
"Direction of origin" is confusing
How the sample size is calculated
Anatomically it should be Surface of origin of the profunda femoris artery from the femoral artery
Morphometric methodology needs considerably more detail; explain adequately how each measurement was physically obtained. Also explain how Femoral artery diameter was taken


	

	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
	1 
NO ethical approval is mentioned
Before starting the study, ethical permission from the institutional ethics committee is required. The cadavers will be acquired and used in compliance with institutional, national, and relevant legislative regulations pertaining to human body donation and anatomical dissection
	.


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

	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 
There is a clear language mistake in Figure 2. 
According to the caption: "femoral artery lateral medial circumflex.  The "lateral medial circumflex femoral artery" does not exist. 
This has to be changed to  femoral artery lateral circumflex and medial circumflex

	

	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
With only 6 female cadavers, the statistical power for detecting sex differences is low.
Therefore, avoid implying that nonsignificant findings demonstrate absence of sex differences.
you can comment that “No statistically significant sex differences were detected in the measured parameters."
This is more statistically appropriate.
Discussion of sex difference needs more depth

	

	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 
The phrase: "provide valuable population-specific morphometric and morphological data from Nigerian cadavers"
Should be turn into; 
"provide additional morphometric and morphological data from cadavers in South-South Nigeria." This more accurately depicts the real sample.

	

	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
	1 
NO section of Limitation in the study
A dedicated Limitations section is needed There is currently no explicit limitations section.

	

	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 
Needs standardize formatting 
The references are reasonably relevant and include several good anatomical studies. 
	

	mm15. 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
Needs improvement
	



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.

	Needs  to be specific
	

	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 
"Within the present sample, no statistically significant bilateral differences were detected in the measured parameters. Larger studies are required to determine whether these findings represent a consistent pattern in the Nigerian population."

I strongly recommend adding the limitation section as the study has several limitations
Repetition in the manuscript should be avoided.

	




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

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

	Yes 
	

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

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

	Yes 
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