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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.
	NA
	


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 paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript addresses a clinically relevant topic in veterinary anatomy and surgery. The importance of understanding head and neck anatomical landmarks, regional nerve blocks, airway procedures and vascular risks is well recognized. The chapter has potential value for veterinary students, clinicians and researchers because it attempts to integrate comparative anatomy among small and large animals.

However, in its current form, the manuscript requires major revision before publication. The main concern is not the selection of the topic, but the scientific depth, organization and clinical interpretation of the information presented. At several places, the chapter provides descriptive anatomical information without sufficient critical evaluation, procedural context or discussion of limitations. A substantial revision is required to convert the chapter from a general summary into a scientifically robust and clinically useful review.
	

	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
	The manuscript covers multiple important areas; however, the flow between comparative anatomy, nerve blocks, airway access and vascular complications is not sufficiently structured. The authors should reorganize the chapter with clear objectives and logical transitions. A comparative framework would significantly improve readability. For example, each procedure could be discussed under anatomy, clinical indication, technique, advantages, limitations and complications.
The chapter mainly summarizes published information but does not sufficiently compare different approaches or discuss areas of uncertainty. A review article should not only describe established techniques but should also evaluate available evidence, practical limitations and recent advances. The discussion of ultrasound-guided approaches, conventional landmark-based techniques and their relative advantages requires greater depth.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The major strength of the chapter should be comparison among dogs, cats, horses and ruminants. However, species differences are often mentioned individually rather than critically compared. The authors should include a dedicated comparative summary highlighting differences in skull morphology, nerve pathways, vascular relationships, technical difficulty and risk of complications.
	

	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
	The nerve block sections contain useful anatomical information but lack consistent procedural details. For each major nerve block, the authors should provide indication, target nerve, anatomical landmark, approach, expected area of desensitization, important precautions and possible complications. Without this information, the chapter remains primarily anatomical rather than clinically applicable.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The airway section is comparatively brief considering its clinical importance. The authors should expand the discussion on emergency indications, anatomical landmarks, surgical approach, complications and species-specific differences. Important considerations such as airway obstruction, postoperative management and potential injury to adjacent nerves and vessels should be discussed in greater detail.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Because this chapter deals with surgical anatomy, anatomical precision is essential. All descriptions of cranial nerves, vessels, muscles and surgical landmarks should be carefully checked against standard veterinary anatomy references. Several sentences require restructuring to avoid ambiguity. The terminology should be standardized throughout the chapter.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	A chapter dealing with surgical landmarks would benefit greatly from original or properly cited anatomical illustrations. Figures showing nerve pathways, vascular relationships, airway access points and common sites of complications would improve understanding. At present, the educational value is limited by the absence of sufficient visual explanation.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	NA
	

	14. 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
	The manuscript requires extensive language revision. Several grammatical errors, incomplete sentences, incorrect word usage and formatting inconsistencies affect readability. Professional English editing is recommended before final acceptance.
	


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.
	NA
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	•
Ensure consistent capitalization of headings throughout the chapter.

•
Scientific names should be italicized according to standard taxonomic conventions.

•
Abbreviations should be defined when first introduced.

•
Use consistent terminology for anaesthesia/anesthesia according to journal preference.

•
Check all punctuation, spacing and unit formatting.

•
Some paragraphs are excessively long and should be divided for clarity.

•
Tables summarizing species-specific differences would improve presentation.

•
The conclusion should focus on the major practical messages rather than repeating statements from previous sections.
. However, substantial revision is necessary to improve scientific rigor, critical analysis, anatomical accuracy and presentation quality. The current version requires major revision before it can be considered for publication.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The reference list requires careful checking for accuracy, completeness and formatting consistency. All citations mentioned in the text should be verified against the reference list. Recent literature should be incorporated where appropriate, particularly for advances in ultrasound-guided regional anesthesia and modern surgical approaches.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NA
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