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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
It’s a retrospective study that attempts to construct a risk prediction model for predicting

CRC lymph node metastasis. Although the manuscript provides valuable insights and

innovations, there are some issues that may need further attention, as follows: 1. The

article mentions that the study was conducted at two hospitals, but the conclusion

describes a "single-center background," which may be contradictory. 2. In line 15 on page

6, the authors used LNM as the outcome variable and 16 predictors, however, they only

listed "age, gender, tumor positioning, size, differentiation, depth of invasion,

lymphovascular invasion, perineural invasion, tumor budding, and the frequency of the

top ten clusters. "A total of 10 predictors, is it a descriptive error? 3. It is suggested to add

a flow chart for the division of the study population to present it more clearly. 4. There

are two ** symbols in Table 3, but there is no explanation for this symbol, please add. In

addition, the logic of the article is very clear and can be published after addressing the

aforementioned issues.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
Overall, this article is well written. Yun-peng Lei et al. conducts a retrospective study on

rectal cancer patients in two Peking University Shenzhen hospitals and constructs and

analyzes a risk prediction model for predicting CRC lymph node metastasis. This model

has more predictive factors than the other three existing models (Kikuchi's model,

Ueno's model, Krogue's model), indicating that it may be more sensitive in prediction.

However, there are still some limitations due to factors such as a small sample size. The

article has a clear logical structure, providing a detailed introduction to the materials

and methods of the prediction model. The value of this research is also explained, and

the limitations of the study are clearly stated at the end of the article. The Figures and

Tables in the article are well-summarized and visually intuitive. Overall, this study is

highly readable. There is a minor suggestion: since the focus of the article is on the

analysis and construction of the model, there is relatively little information about

treatment strategies. It is recommended to remove the term "treatment strategies" from

the keywords. Thank you for giving me the opportunity to review this study.
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Reviewer #1:
Specific Comments to Authors: Overall, this article is well written. Yun-peng Lei et al.
conducts a retrospective study on rectal cancer patients in two Peking University
Shenzhen hospitals and constructs and analyzes a risk prediction model for predicting
CRC lymph node metastasis. This model has more predictive factors than the other three
existing models (Kikuchi's model, Ueno's model, Krogue's model), indicating that it may
be more sensitive in prediction. However, there are still some limitations due to factors
such as a small sample size. The article has a clear logical structure, providing a detailed
introduction to the materials and methods of the prediction model. The value of this
research is also explained, and the limitations of the study are clearly stated at the end of
the article. The Figures and Tables in the article are well-summarized and visually
intuitive. Overall, this study is highly readable. There is a minor suggestion: since the
focus of the article is on the analysis and construction of the model, there is relatively
little information about treatment strategies. It is recommended to remove the term
"treatment strategies" from the keywords. Thank you for giving me the opportunity to
review this study.

Removed the term "treatment strategies" from the keywords to better align with the
focus of the article

Reviewer #2:

Specific Comments to Authors: It’s a retrospective study that attempts to construct a

risk prediction model for predicting CRC lymph node metastasis. Although the

manuscript provides valuable insights and innovations, there are some issues that may

need further attention, as follows: 1. The article mentions that the study was conducted

at two hospitals, but the conclusion describes a "single-center background," which may

be contradictory. 2. In line 15 on page 6, the authors used LNM as the outcome variable

and 16 predictors, however, they only listed "age, gender, tumor positioning, size,

differentiation, depth of invasion, lymphovascular invasion, perineural invasion, tumor

budding, and the frequency of the top ten clusters. "A total of 10 predictors, is it a

descriptive error? 3. It is suggested to add a flow chart for the division of the study

population to present it more clearly. 4. There are two ** symbols in Table 3, but there is
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no explanation for this symbol, please add. In addition, the logic of the article is very

clear and can be published after addressing the aforementioned issues.
1.Removed the "single-center background" to eliminate the discrepancy with the study
being conducted at two hospitals.

2.Corrected the descriptive error on page 10, line 15, to accurately list all 10 predictors
used in the study.

3.Added a flow chart to more clearly present the division of the study population.

4.Removed the ** symbols in Table 3 as they were not necessary for the interpretation of
the table.
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