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	PART 1: Comments

	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 aim of the following article is to define the standard dimensions of the joint complex consisting of the first and second cervical vertebrae. Obviously, this would have a considerable impact on the surgical procedures potentially performed.
In addition, the authors conducted a search (although they did not explicitly define the databases from which they drew the cited articles, let alone the search criteria) for similar studies that they could use as elements of comparison with respect to the measurements found in their sample.
The aspect related to race is also very interesting, i.e. the desire to go and analyse data that cannot be referred to a sample that can be generalised to the population, but rather, that can be attributed to the Indian race alone. This is an aspect of considerable interest, because it takes into account peculiarities that could bring out more or less substantial differences, linked to genetics
(even if this concept is still very much in dispute).
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	the title is in line with the research question, however I feel that a title that would have specified the intention to highlight what emerged from the evaluation of the measurements sampled, compared with those collected in other articles, might have had more impact
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	It is unclear where this is inserted, because it is initially entered as an “introduction” or, it could be the final part of the article which is called “SUMMARY”. I would therefore ask the authors to insert it clearly, with the term “abstract”, before proceeding with the introduction.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The article responds to the scientific editorial items, but I think it might be more interesting to change the title, as it is not in line with the research question. I think that a title that would have specified the intention to highlight what emerged from the evaluation of the sampled measurements, compared with those collected in other articles, could have had more impact.
The article is comprehensive, but it would be appropriate to include further details regarding the measuring instrument (which is defined as a Vernier digital calibre sensitive to 0.1 mm, if a similar instrument has been used for other publications, so as to ensure the reliability of the instrument itself), if possible provide more gender information on the sample (e.g. whether vertebrae belonged to Indian subjects, whether it is possible to trace or have information on sex, age of death etc.), on how the sample number was identified (e.g. whether the sample size was calculated or whether an arbitrary choice was made to analyse the 50 specimens of the sample available).
Except for the absence of the “conclusions” paragraph, which would seem to have been added after the bibliographical list under the heading “summary”. Furthermore, I think that the paragraph “main paper” could be replaced by “appendix 1” by referring to it in the paragraph “results”.
I also find it strange that the “protocol” session (probably referring to the study protocol) appears to be unfinished.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The bibliographical references are certainly sufficient in number, despite the fact that more than half of the articles cited, and specifically 39 of 72, turn out to be from before 2010, and thus perhaps a little too dated. However, given the peculiarity of the subject matter, it was probably necessary to conduct a search that took little account of the “time” factor.
	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	My partial knowledge of the English language does not allow me to identify significant literary anomalies.
	

	Optional/General comments
	I consider it appropriate to specify, in the “results” session (currently missing), that the results obtained, although of scientific interest, do not allow at present to draw generalisable conclusions on the Indian population (as per the objective of the study). I also consider it necessary for the authors to produce a written statement within the paper in which they explicitly declare that they are not in a state of conflict of interest.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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