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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.
	I believe this manuscript fills an important gap in veterinary anatomy because nobody has directly compared the pancreas of Persian cats and French Lop rabbits side by side before. For veterinarians who treat both species, knowing that cats have a nice compact pancreas while rabbits have this diffuse spread out arrangement can make a huge difference when trying to interpret ultrasound images or plan surgery. The measurements we provide give other researchers actual numbers to work with instead of just vague descriptions. I also think our work supports the bigger picture idea that an animal's diet really does shape the way its organs are built, which is something that comparative anatomists care deeply about.
	



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
	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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


	2
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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.

	Yes, I think the title works just fine. It tells me exactly what the paper is about which species were studied and what part of the body the authors looked at. The only tiny thing I would change is to make the G in "Gross" lowercase because that is just standard formatting for titles. But honestly that is a small detail and does not affect the overall quality of the title.
	

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

	No, I do not think the abstract is fully comprehensive and here is why. The authors listed the anesthesia doses for cats but completely forgot to include the doses for rabbits. If I am a reader just looking at the abstract to decide if I want to read the full paper, I would be left wondering what the rabbits received. That information needs to be in the abstract. Also there is a grammar mistake where they wrote "ten healthy adult animal were used" which should be "animals" with an S. I would like to see both of these issues fixed before publication.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	I have to say no because I found a pretty clear error in Table 2. The authors reported standard error values that are larger than their mean values. For cat pancreas to body weight ratio they wrote 0.237 percent with a standard error of 0.60. That does not make sense mathematically because your standard error cannot be bigger than the number you are reporting. It makes me wonder if there was a typo or a decimal in the wrong place. I also noticed that the unit for that ratio is listed as grams when it should be a percent sign. These are basic things that need to be corrected. I also think the authors should have reported the age and sex of their animals, and that information is missing from the methods section.
	

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

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

	Yes, I think the authors have enough references and they cover the important textbooks and papers in this field. That said, I noticed that most of their references stop around 2020. It would be nice to see a couple of more recent papers from 2022 or 2024 just to show that they have kept up with the literature. But I would not say this is a major problem, just something that would improve the manuscript. The number of references is fine
	

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

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

	No, I do not see any ethical issues with this manuscript. The authors clearly state that they got approval from their university ethics committee and they provide the certificate number. My only concern was whether the animals were truly under deep anesthesia before the exsanguination procedure, but the authors state that they confirmed the loss of pedal and palpebral reflexes beforehand. I would feel more comfortable if they made that timeline even clearer in the methods section, but I do not think this rises to the level of an ethical violation.
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