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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This study found that in elderly patients with colorectal cancer, laparoscopic colectomy 

had better short-term outcomes than open colectomy, and laparoscopic colectomy had 

superior long-term survival outcomes compared with open colectomy. These results 

provide a scientific basis for the early treatment of tumors in the relatives of patients 

with hereditary colorectal cancer and for the systematic management of families with 

hereditary colorectal cancer. This study has great clinical value as a reference for the 

treatment and prevention of malignant tumors of the gastrointestinal tract. However, 

there are some issues to be address to improve the manuscript. 1) The statistical method 

used for each result should be indicated. 2) the Abstract is not good enough and needs to 

be revised. Need to add some simple background and be more organized. 3) There are 

some grammar errors in this manuscript that need to be corrected. 
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1.The statistical method used for each result should be indicated 
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We appreciate your attention to the research results. In the revised paper, we will 

provide a detailed explanation of the statistical methods used for each result to ensure 

that readers have a clear understanding of the analytical methods. 

 

2.The Abstract is not good enough and needs to be revised Need to add some simple 

background and be more organized 

Thank you for your feedback on the abstract. We will revise the abstract to add 

necessary brief background and improve it in a more organized structure. Through such 

modifications, we will ensure that the abstract provides a more accurate overview of the 

research's purpose, methods, and main findings. 

 

3.There are some grammar errors in this script that need to be corrected 

Thank you for pointing out the grammar errors in the article. We will carefully review 

and correct all grammar issues to ensure the accuracy of the language expression in the 

paper. 

Thank you very much for your valuable feedback and suggestions. We will take your 

feedback seriously and make corresponding revisions.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The author compared the clinical, pathological, and follow-up data of colorectal cancer 

patients who underwent laparoscopic colectomy or open colectomy. With 

clinicopathological and follow-up data of 104 patients, they found that, in elderly 

patients with colorectal cancer, laparoscopic colectomy had better short-term outcomes 

than open colectomy, and laparoscopic colectomy had superior long-term survival 

outcomes compared with open colectomy. This study was developed effective measures 

for the prevention, control, and treatment of colorectal cancer. It is well written and 

highly interesting. The study is well designed and presented with detailed and extensive 

discussion. Thank you for giving opportunity to review this study. However, the 

following points must be considered before publication. In my opinion, the description 

of methods and results is too simple, and it would be better to be more detailed. 

 

Reply to reviewer's comments: 

Thank you for expressing your high interest in our research and providing valuable 

feedback. The following is a response to your specific feedback: 
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Thank you very much for your feedback on the method and result description. We will 

present the research methods in more detail and provide a richer description of the 

results in the revised paper to ensure readers have a clearer understanding of the 

research design and data analysis. We will supplement more experimental details and 

result data to meet the needs of readers. 

Thank you again for your review comments and suggestions. We will carefully consider 

and make corresponding improvements in the revised paper 


