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achieved by the experiments used in this study? What are the contributions that the 

study has made for research progress in this field? Does not apply. 7 Discussion.  Does 

the manuscript interpret the findings adequately and appropriately, highlighting the key 
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the findings and their applicability/relevance to the literature stated in a clear and 

definite manner?  Yes.  Is the discussion accurate and does it discuss the paper’s 
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to the Editor, the author(s) should have prepared the manuscript according to the 

appropriate research methods and reporting. Letters to the Editor will be critically 

evaluated and only letters with new important original or complementary information 

should be considered for publication. A Letter to the Editor that only recapitulates 

information published in the article(s) and states that more studies are needed is not 
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manuscript meet the requirements of ethics? As a review manuscript, if it meets the 
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checklist for new manuscript peer-review and the below-listed criteria for comments on 

writing. The criteria for writing comments include the following three features:  First,  

what are the original findings of this manuscript?  What are the new hypotheses that 

this study proposed?  What are the new phenomena that were found through 

experiments in this study?  What are the hypotheses that were confirmed through 

experiments in this study? These 4 questions do not apply to a review manuscript.  

Second,  what are the quality and importance of this manuscript?  What are the quality 

and importance of this manuscript? The quality as a review article is good and the 
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attention to the negative impact of MIS for the environment and propose the 

implementation of several actions to reduce this negative effect of CO2. What are the 
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None. What are the new methods that this study proposed?  None. Do the conclusions 

appropriately summarize the data that this study provided?  Yes. What are the unique 

insights that this study presented?  None. What are the key problems in this field that 

this study has solved? None.  Third,  what are the limitations of the study and its 

findings?  What are the future directions of the topic described in this manuscript?  

What are the questions/issues that remain to be solved?  What are the questions that 
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science and/or clinical practice? These 5 questions do not apply to a review manuscript.  

In conclusion, your review manuscript is of good quality in general terms, with adequate 

writing, it reviews a fundamental aspect that must be addressed and disrupt the 

awareness of all surgeons in the world who perform MIS to reduce the deleterious effect 

of CO2 on the environment. I invite you to make improvements to the manuscript in 

order to obtain its publication. 

 


