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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.

	This manuscript addresses a long‑standing but under‑examined anatomical assumption: the existence of a distinct transverse humeral ligament. By systematically synthesizing anatomical, radiological, and histological evidence, it clarifies that the structure traditionally labeled as the THL is more accurately a capsulo‑tendinous complex derived from rotator cuff–related tissues. This clarification has direct implications for how anatomists describe shoulder anatomy, how radiologists interpret imaging around the bicipital groove, and how surgeons conceptualize the stabilizing mechanisms of the long head of the biceps tendon. Ultimately, the work supports a more precise and functionally relevant terminology, which can improve communication across basic science, radiology, and clinical practice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes the title is appropriate
	

	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.

	0. The introduction is too long and reads like a mixture of textbook anatomy and literature review.
               Better to:
0. Briefly introduce the anatomy and classical concept of THL.
1. Then introduce the controversy.
2. Then state the aim and, if it is a review, clearly label the paper as a narrative review.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes the manuscript is scientifically correct and aligned with current anatomical and radiological evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	0. Ensure consistent format (e.g. “MacDonald et al. (2007)” or “[MacDonald et al., 2007]”).
1. Check spelling and year for each reference.
2. You mention some references without full context (e.g., “some authors are of view…”—better to name them or cite numerically).


	

	
Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	
0. Numerous grammatical errors (subject‑verb agreement, plural/singular, tense).
1. Occasional awkward phrases and repetition.



	

	Optional/General comments

	



	










	PART  2: 


	
	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)

No 
	






Reviewer details:
Avnee Sarin, D.A.V. Institute of Physiotherapy and Rehabilitation, India

Created by: DR	              Checked by: PM                                             Approved by: MBM	   	Version: 3 (05-12-2024)	
