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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.

	
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	5
	





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.
	Yes 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No 
	







PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
This is a well-written and clinically relevant narrative review on an important topic. The manuscript is scientifically sound and provides a broad and useful synthesis of the literature. However, its contribution is mainly descriptive, and the critical analysis could be strengthened further to increase originality and impact. In particular, the authors may improve the manuscript by adding a more explicit conceptual framework or practical decision model for electrosurgical modality selection and smoke safety implementation. I believe the manuscript is suitable for publication after minor to moderate revision.

. Relevance and Originality of the Research
The topic is highly relevant and timely, particularly in the context of increasing awareness of the risks associated with surgical smoke and the ongoing discussions regarding operating theatre safety.
The manuscript successfully integrates:
-	electrosurgical physics 
-	comparison of clinical performance 
-	occupational health risks 
However, the article remains largely descriptive rather than interpretative and does not clearly articulate a distinct conceptual contribution. I believe that a clearer element should be added, such as:
-	a clinical decision framework (when to use monopolar vs bipolar) 
-	a risk stratification model (thermal vs smoke vs anatomical risk) 
-	a practical algorithm for surgical smoke safety implementation 
2. Methodology
The methodology is appropriate for a narrative review and is clearly described. Its main strengths include:
-	inclusion of multiple databases 
-	clearly defined inclusion criteria 
-	justification for the narrative approach 
However, the manuscript does not mention:
-	reproducibility of the search strategy 
-	methods for mitigating selection bias 
-	criteria for prioritising evidence 
3. Results and Interpretation
The main strengths of this manuscript include:
-	excellent synthesis of: 
· thermal spread data 
· comparative device performance 
· toxicological evidence 
-	strong integration of experimental, clinical, and occupational data 
However, the interpretation is sometimes implicit rather than explicit. While strong data are presented, it is not always clearly stated: what should the surgeon do differently?
Short interpretative statements should be added, such as:
These findings support the preferential use of bipolar systems in proximity-sensitive anatomical regions.
4. Structure and Clarity
The manuscript is well structured, with logical progression, a strong academic tone, and clear sectioning. However, there are some minor issues:
-	some sections are too long and dense (e.g., Introduction and the surgical smoke section) 
-	occasional overly complex sentences 
I would recommend:
-	slightly shortening sentences 
-	adding more “anchor sentences” (clear take-home messages) 
5. References and Citations
The references are of good quality, including relevant landmark studies, and provide a balanced integration of experimental and clinical data. The 15 references are appropriate, most published after 2010; however, I would suggest adding 2–4 more recent references (from recent years) regarding compliance with smoke evacuation and operating room safety policies.
6. Conclusions
From a practical perspective, electrosurgical safety may be conceptualised across three interacting domains: (1) device-related factors (monopolar vs bipolar characteristics), (2) anatomical context (proximity to vulnerable structures), and (3) exposure-related risk (smoke generation and occupational hazard). Integrating these domains into surgical decision-making may support safer and more tailored use of energy devices.
This review highlights that safe electrosurgical practice requires not only technical knowledge of device function but also an integrated approach that balances thermal precision, anatomical risk, and occupational exposure.
Overall, the manuscript is of good quality and may receive a relatively high evaluation score (approximately 8–9). It could be considered for
 publication after minor revisions addressing the reviewer’s recommendations.
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