Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	International Research Journal of Oncology

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_IRJO_153446

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	De-escalating the Axilla: A Systematic Evaluation of Sentinel Lymph Node Biopsy Reliability and Oncological Safety in the Post-Neoadjuvant Landscape

	Type of the Article
	Systematic Review Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	Congratulations to the authors for presenting a constructive analysis, correlating Locally Advanced Breast Cancer, Neoadjuvant Chemotherapy and Sentinel Lymph Node Biopsy. This study analyses recent evidences based on Neoadjuvant Chemotherapy (NACT) following therapeutic complications and success rates from sentinel lymph node biopsy. By focusing on techniques, node retrieval and clinical datasets, this study successfully addressed evidence-based insights that can help the researchers working on this field. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The article title is correctly fitting and reflecting the overall idea of the manuscript.
	

	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.


	The authors have clearly stated the abstract section. All the aspects were written separately (i.e. Introduction, methodology, results, conclusion).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	These authors have scientifically curated the literature datasets and correctly discussed in the manuscript. However, the Discussion section is not well organized.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	As per the PRISMA guidelines followed by the authors for writing this manuscript, the used number of references are sufficient.
	

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


	Yes, the language/ English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The references used in tables i.e. summary of articles, may be modified by addition of the year after et al. (YYYY). It can bring out the time-line of the progressing research and developments.
2. The discussion section needs a major revision. Challenges of the study may be written separately else the discussion can be merged within one heading.

3. Also, authors should check (each word had been Capitalized for no reason) for proper sentence casings while writing subsections. 

4. Abbreviations such as IR, FNR, OS are repeatedly used along with their full forms, leading to redundancy. Please define each term at first mention and use only the abbreviation thereafter.
5. Additionally, the entire manuscript can be properly numbered for better understanding (e.g. Section 1, Sub-section 1.1,1.2 etc.).
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