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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 article addresses a significant and clinically relevant topic in neuro-oncology by expanding the relationship between the extent of resection and survival outcomes in glioblastoma patients. The study discusses the prognostic expansion features of maximum-safety resection and the role of markers and advanced surgical techniques in patient placement. The topic is of considerable importance to oncologists, researchers, and neurosurgeons involved in glioblastoma management. However, several methodological and reporting considerations are needed to improve the standardization and reliability of the article.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

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

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

	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
	2
	

	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

	3
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	




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 clear; it focuses on the relationship between the extent of resection and survival outcomes in glioblastoma, whilst also adequately reflecting the scope of the study, which includes both a systematic review and a meta-analysis.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The abstract should include quantitative meta-analysis findings such as confidence intervals, combined hazard ratios, number of studies included, and heterogeneity statistics.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY
The article demonstrates several methodological and reporting limitations that affect its scientific rigor. Specifically, key meta-analytic results such as heterogeneity (I²), combined hazard ratios (HR), and 95% confidence intervals are not consistently or adequately reported across analyses. Furthermore, assessments of bias risk and publication bias are inadequately presented, limiting the transparency and reproducibility of the findings. The use of the future tense in the methods section also reduces methodological clarity, as systematic reviews should be reported in the past tense. Overall, the article warrants better adherence to PRISMA 2020 guidelines and more complete and transparent statistical reporting.
	


	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The article provides a generally adequate and up-to-date bibliography that largely covers the current literature on glioblastoma and the extent of resection. However, some sources require re-evaluation in terms of accuracy, formatting and consistency. Furthermore, minor adjustments to the reference format and the establishment of consistency in citation presentation are recommended with a view to strengthening academic standardisation.
	

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

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

	NO
No ethical issues were identified in this study. The article is based on a systematic review and meta-analysis design and utilises only previously published secondary data. There was no primary data collection process involving animal or human subjects. Furthermore, no significant concerns were identified regarding data integrity or research ethics.
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