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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	By synthesizing the available evidence through meta-analysis, the study attempts to provide more definitive conclusions regarding recurrence, complications, functional recovery, and pain. Although limited by the small number of eligible studies, this work contributes to evidence-based decision-making and highlights the current gaps in knowledge, thereby setting the stage for future high-quality randomized controlled trials.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title
The title is generally clear and descriptive. However, it can be refined for precision and readability.
Suggested alternative title:
“Comparative Effectiveness of Arthroscopic versus Open Excision for Wrist Ganglion Cysts: A Meta-Analysis”
	

	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.


	A few refinements are suggested:
· The results section should emphasize that only three studies were included, which limits generalizability.

· The discussion sentence in the abstract suggests arthroscopy “may offer lower recurrence and complication rates,” but the data actually showed no statistically significant difference. This statement could be toned down to avoid over interpretation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	  The references are reasonably recent, with several from 2020–2025, which is commendable.
  A few additional references could strengthen the context, such as recent systematic reviews/meta-analyses (e.g., Hand and Journal of Wrist Surgery publications after 2023).

  Some references (e.g., Ref 3 about diverticulosis disease) appear irrelevant and should be removed.


	

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


	  The manuscript is well written with generally good grammar and scholarly tone.
  A few areas (especially in the discussion) are slightly overstated and should be revised to remain consistent with the actual statistical findings.

  Minor stylistic improvements (shortening long sentences, avoiding repetition) could further improve readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	  The methodology is appropriate, with a clear search strategy, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and PICO framework.
  However, only three studies were included, which weakens the strength of conclusions. This limitation should be more strongly emphasized in the discussion and conclusion.

  Figures and tables are adequate, but labeling can be improved for clarity.

  The discussion occasionally interprets results more positively for arthroscopy than the statistics support—this should be corrected
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