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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 manuscript makes a meaningful contribution to forensic anthropology by providing CT-derived, population-specific craniometric sex estimation data for Southern Nigerians: a population historically underrepresented in the global forensic morphometry literature. Findings of this kind form the evidentiary foundation upon which national forensic protocols are built especially in regions where forensic anthropology is needed but scarce. The study also advances the methodological transition from dry skull osteometry to non-invasive CT-based craniometry, demonstrating the feasibility of repurposing archived clinical imaging data for morphometric research in a low-to-middle income country setting. Its confirmation of significant sexual dimorphism in foramen magnum dimensions adds a West African data point to an expanding global literature. Overall, the manuscript's relevance to forensic practice, comparative population morphometrics, and African forensic science capacity-building gives it genuine value that would be substantially amplified once the analytical and reporting deficiencies are resolved.
	



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 = Good

The title adequately conveys the scope, methodology, and population of interest. However, it contains a grammatical error - “Southern Nigerian” should read “Southern Nigerians” or “a Southern Nigerian Population”. This should be corrected before publication.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement 

The abstract communicates the general aims and approach but contains a serious internal inconsistency: it states that mastoid length emerged as the strongest discriminator, whereas the Results and Discussion sections consistently identify foramen magnum breadth as the strongest discriminator. This is a contradiction that must be corrected. Additionally, the abstract provides no quantitative outcomes and won't therefore, allow readers to assess the study's forensic contribution without reading the full text.
	

	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 = Good 

The  keywords are good, index friendly and accurately reflect the study's subject matter and will facilitate database discoverability. No revision is necessary, though adding "forensic anthropology" could further improve searchability.
	

	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 = Good

The introduction is well structured, moving appropriately from the broad forensic identification context to the specific gap in Southern Nigeria data. Recent and relevant literature is cited. However, no formal hypothesis was stated.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement


No formal hypothesis is stated anywhere in the manuscript. The final sentence of the introduction outlines the study's intent but does not constitute a testable hypothesis. Research hypothesis should be clearly stated. 
	

	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 = Good

The literature cited is predominantly recent (2021–2025). The authors engage appropriately with CT-based craniometric studies from diverse populations. However, the literature does not include any discussion of existing Nigerian dry skull craniometric studies, which would provide important contextual baseline comparison for the CT-derived values reported here. Kranioti and Vorniotakis (2020) appears in the reference list but is not cited in the body text and should either be cited or removed.
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement


The overall methodological framewok is appropriate for the research question. However, the methodology as reported has several significant deficiencies:
i. No power calculation or sample size justification was included.
ii. Key CT acquisition parameters such as scanner type, slice thickness, and reconstruction kernel, are not described, making the study unreplicable.
iii. A flowchart detailing the number of scans screened, included, and excluded is missing..
	

	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
	5 = Excellent


Dual institutional ethical approval is clearly documented, with both approval numbers explicitly stated. CT images were anonymized prior to analysis. This is a strength of the manuscript and fully meets international standards for retrospective radiological research ethics.
	

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

The descriptive and t-test results are presented in a readable format. However, the results section has critical omissions that substantially undermine its completeness: 
i. The primary output of discriminant function analysis i.e percentage of cases correctly classified (original and cross-validated), is entirely absent
 ii. Effect sizes (Cohen's d) are not reported
iii. No combined multivariate discriminant model is presented.
	

	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 = Good

The three tables presented are adequately formatted and serve a legitimate purpose. 
	

	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 = Satisfactory 


The discussion engages meaningfully with comparable studies from Turkish, South African, and Japanese populations and correctly contextualizes the population-specificity of the findings. The authors appropriately acknowledge that mastoid dimorphism may vary by population. However, the discussion is undermined by the unresolved contradiction between the abstract (which claims mastoid length is the strongest discriminator) and the discussion (which correctly identifies foramen magnum breadth).
	

	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 = Satisfactory 

The conclusion correctly identifies foramen magnum breadth as the strongest discriminator and appropriately recommends CT-based foramen magnum assessment for forensic sex estimation in Southern Nigeria. However, the conclusions make forensic application recommendations without having reported any classification accuracy statistic. A discriminant model cannot be recommended for forensic practice without demonstrating its predictive accuracy. The predictive accuracy should be statistically demonstrated or the conclusion should only recommend further studies to determine it.
Additionally, the conclusion contradicts the abstract on the question of which parameter is the strongest discriminator, and this must be reconciled.
	

	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 = Needs Improvement

The manuscript did not present a clear or structured limitations section, which is a significant weakness.
The omission of a dedicated limitations section reduces transparency and weakens the methodological rigor of the manuscript.
	

	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 = Satisfactory


The references are relevant, appropriate, and modest for the study. References are recent and geographically diverse. However:
i. Kranioti and Vorniotakis (2020) is listed but not cited in the text and must be removed or cited.
ii. Reference formatting is inconsistent across entries and therefore, must be standardized to the journal's prescribed style.
iii. The absence of any cited Nigerian dry skull or anthropometric baseline study is a notable gap.
	

	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 = Good

Yes, the manuscript is written in clear and understandable language.
	



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 requires a grammatical correction; "Southern Nigerian" should be revised to "Southern Nigerians" or "a Southern Nigerian Population" to be correct. With this correction, the title is otherwise appropriate and informative.
	

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

	No. The abstract contains a serious factual contradiction with the body of the manuscript. It identifies mastoid length as the strongest discriminator when the results and discussion clearly establish foramen magnum breadth in that role. The abstract also lacks all quantitative discriminant analysis outputs, which are necessary for a forensic anthropology abstract to be scientifically informative. The abstract must be completely rewritten to align with the actual findings and to include key numerical results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No. The conceptual framework, anatomical rationale, and comparative discussion are scientifically sound. However, below are some of the issues that compromise scientific correctness: 
i. The abstract–body contradiction regarding which parameter is the strongest discriminator is a factual inconsistency.
ii. The forensic application recommendation in the conclusion is unsupported without a reported accuracy statistic.
iii. Issues identified in the results section.
These issues must be corrected for the manuscript to be considered scientifically complete.
	

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

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

	No. The majority of references are from 2021-2025 and are directly relevant. However, one listed reference (Kranioti and Vorniotakis, 2020) is not cited in the text; formatting is inconsistent across the list; and the absence of Nigerian baseline anthropometric literature represents a contextual gap. These issues should be addressed in revision.
	

	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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