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	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.


	Yes.

It addresses a current and strategic topic in breast oncology: the safety of sentinel lymph node biopsy after neoadjuvant chemotherapy and de-escalation of axillary surgery. Clinically relevant.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes.

It accurately reflects the content.

It can be simplified for greater objectivity, if desired.
	

	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.


	Partially.

Questions that need to be answered in the abstract:

• What is the total number of patients included?

• Was there a meta-analysis or only a qualitative synthesis?

• Was a risk of bias assessment performed?

• Was the limitation of including only "free full-text" articles explicitly stated?
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Not entirely.

Key questions that need clarification:

• Was the study registered in PROSPERO?

• Was the PRISMA checklist followed?

• Was there a formal methodological quality assessment (e.g., Newcastle-Ottawa)?

•How was heterogeneity assessed?

• Why limit inclusion to freely accessible articles?

• Why wasn't a meta-analysis performed, considering that quantitative rates were presented?
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and largely up-to-date.

The inclusion of more specific meta-analyses and recent clinical outcome studies could enrich the manuscript's foundation.
	

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


	The English in the manuscript is, in general, clear, coherent, and appropriate for scientific communication. The technical terminology is correct, and the text structure is logical. However, the following is recommended:

• Minor grammatical revision for greater fluency.

• Correction of small typographical errors.

• Replacement of informal terms with more academic language.

· • Fine-tuning of the discussion section to reinforce the scientific tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The review is promising and clinically useful, but it needs methodological improvements to fully meet the standards of high-level systematic reviews.
The manuscript is clinically relevant, current, and scientifically consistent in its narrative interpretation. However, it presents important methodological limitations for a high-level systematic review, including:

• Absence of PRISMA/PROSPERO registration

• Lack of formal risk of bias assessment

• Restriction to “free full-text” articles (potential selection bias)

• Absence of statistical synthesis or structured discussion of heterogeneity

These limitations are correctable, justifying a recommendation for Major Revision.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
No relevant ethical issues were identified.

This is a systematic review, therefore there is no direct involvement of human participants nor is approval by an ethics committee required.

The authors declared the use of an AI tool (Google NotebookLM), assuming responsibility for the content. Transparency was adequate. It is only recommended that the editorial board confirm compliance with the journal's policy on the use of AI.
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