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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.
	This manuscript addresses a clinically relevant and important question in early gastric cancer: whether lymphadenectomy can be safely de-escalated without compromising oncological outcomes. The comparison between sentinel node navigation surgery (SNNS) and regional lymphadenectomy (RL) is timely because function-preserving strategies are increasingly important in patients with excellent long-term survival. The topic is meaningful for the surgical oncology community, particularly in the context of balancing oncological safety with postoperative quality of life. The manuscript also has practical value because it discusses both the technical limitations of SNNS and potential future refinements such as integration with the Maruyama computer program.

	



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
	Rating: 4/5

	

	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
	Rating: 3/5

	

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

	

	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
	Rating: 4/5

	

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

	

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

	

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

	

	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
	Rating: 2/5

	

	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
	Rating: 3/5

	

	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
	Rating: 4/5

	

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

	

	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
	Rating: 2/5

	

	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
	Rating: 4/5

	

	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
	Rating: 4/5

	









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. The title is appropriate and reflects the content of the manuscript. It clearly identifies the disease setting and the two approaches being compared.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The abstract summarizes the topic but overstates some conclusions, especially regarding the oncological inadequacy of RL and the strength of evidence supporting SNNS. It should better reflect the limited evidence base, the small number of included studies, and the fact that some cited evidence does not strictly pertain only to early gastric cancer.
Revise the abstract to present the findings more cautiously, specify that the evidence base is limited, and avoid overly definitive language such as “clear superiority” unless supported by broader high-quality evidence.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. The manuscript is scientifically relevant and generally understandable, but there are important methodological and interpretive issues that need correction before publication.
The authors should either provide the full systematic review framework they claim to have used or reclassify the article as a narrative review. They should also clearly separate early gastric cancer data from advanced gastric cancer data, discuss the limitations of retrospective comparisons, and moderate claims regarding non-inferiority or superiority.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. The references are generally relevant, but the review appears overly restricted by the 5-year search limit and may exclude landmark studies central to the development and validation of SNNS.
The authors should justify the 5-year restriction or remove it and include key foundational trials. More importantly, current evidence that may challenge the manuscript’s conclusions should be discussed more explicitly.

	



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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

This manuscript addresses an important topic and has educational value, but in its current form it has substantial methodological weaknesses. The main issue is the mismatch between the claimed systematic review methodology and the material actually presented. I recommend major revision. The paper may become publishable if the authors either provide the missing systematic review components or honestly reframe the article as a narrative review and moderate their conclusions accordingly.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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Felipe Rodrigues de Queiroz, Brazil
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