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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 manuscript addresses a relevant topic because skeletal maturation assessment has applications in pediatric growth evaluation, radiological interpretation and forensic age estimation. It provides preliminary Nigerian data on the radiographic appearance of the six major elbow ossification centers, an area that appears less represented in the cited Nigerian literature than hand and wrist skeletal-age assessment. 
The sex-specific observations and comparison with an established reference standard are potentially useful as baseline information. However, the manuscript should more clearly distinguish earliest observed ossification from validated bone-age estimation and should strengthen the methodological and statistical justification before the findings are interpreted as population-specific reference data.
	




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
	4/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

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

	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
	

	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
	4/5
	

	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
	4/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	4/5
	

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

	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


	3/5
	

	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
	4/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	3/5
	

	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
	4/5
	




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. The title is clear and accurately identifies the population, anatomical region and general subject of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	NO. The abstract is generally structured appropriately, but the wording should be revised for grammar and methodological precision.
Like , “was to assessed” should be corrected, the retrospective design and sample limitations should be stated more explicitly, and the distinction between earliest observed age of ossification and validated bone-age estimation should be made clear.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO / REQUIRES MAJOR CLARIFICATION. The study question is relevant and the observations are internally presented, but the manuscript equates earliest observed appearance with bone-age assessment. The authors should explain the statistical approach, justify the use of earliest observed ages, clarify how radiographs were independently assessed, and avoid implying that these earliest observations constitute definitive normative ages. The comparison with historical reference ranges should also be interpreted more cautiously.
The manuscript addresses a worthwhile population-specific radiological question and contains potentially useful preliminary observations. However, major revision is warranted. The principal concern is methodological: the study reports the earliest observed age of ossification in a small, unevenly distributed retrospective sample, yet the title, objective and interpretation use the broader term “bone age.” The authors should clearly define what is being estimated, provide/clarify the statistical methodology, strengthen the limitations, and moderate claims about population-specific reference ages. There are also minor language and reference-formatting issues. I would recommend consideration after major revision.
	

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

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

	NO. 
The references are broadly relevant and include recent literature, but the reference list should be checked carefully for completeness, consistency and accuracy. The manuscript should also provide a clear bibliographic source for the Vogt and Vikers (1938) standard and explain why this particular historical standard was selected.
	

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

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

	NO.
 No obvious ethical violation is apparent, and institutional ethics approval is reported. However, because archived patient radiographs were used, the authors should clarify whether informed consent was waived by the ethics committee and how confidentiality/anonymization of the retrospective records was ensured.
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