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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct 
the manuscript and highlight that part in the 
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

The topic of the manuscript is very important and interesting, since the authors have used 
optical methods for diagnosis in clinical trials and also compare with standard techniques. 
The scientific community needs these evidences to establish new approaches to cancer 
treatment/diagnosis.  
 
The title of the work is appropriate for the main manuscript. 
 
The abstract provides the necessary information about the manuscript.  
 
The subsections could be improved, especially in the discussion, since they were not 
completely connected to each other and more information could be also added, such as: 
How was the final concentration of ICG defined?  
The manuscript is a retrospective study, then it could be scientifically correct, however, 
more information about the protocol needs to be added. 
 
The references are recent, but as I mentioned above, the manuscript needs more 
information and more references probably be needed.  
 
Questions and comments: 

1- What statistical analysis was performed in this study? Please, provide this 
information in the main manuscript. 

2- Describe some information about ICG, e.g. excitation and emission, because only 
information about the infrared camera was described. What characteristics make the 
ICG better than TC99m? What was the uptake of ICG? How long after injection was it 
possible to observe fluorescence? 
 

3- Did all patients receive TC99m and ICG? If yes, why aren’t there separate groups 
(e.g.Tc99m, TC99m+ICG and Just ICG)? Please, clarify in the methodology, this 
information is confusing.  

 
4- Regarding table 1: Clarify the information and add the total of the patients (n=11) at 

the end.  
 

5- What criteria were used for the final concentration of ICG? Was this amount for each 
injection´s point or was it fractioned?  

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

 
 
 
Yes, but I suggest a general revision of the manuscript for clarify the information.  
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
The subject is interesting; however, the main manuscript could be clearer and better structured with 
more information about the protocol and procedure.  
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PART  2:  

 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. 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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