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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.
	The manuscript is important to the scientific and clinical community because it highlights the relatively under-recognized problem of lingual lymphedema following head and neck cancer treatment. It provides practical clinical experience on the use of conservative rehabilitation and Complete Decongestive Therapy principles for improving tongue swelling, mobility, speech, oral intake, sleep, and quality of life. The 9-month follow-up also provides useful longitudinal information that may help clinicians recognize and manage this uncommon complication. Overall, the case may encourage further research toward standardized assessment tools and rehabilitation protocols for intraoral and lingual lymphedema.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

The title is appropriate, but it may be slightly shortened to make it more concise and attractive to readers.


	

	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
	4

The abstract is informative; however, the intervention details could be presented more briefly, while giving greater emphasis to the key clinical outcomes.


	

	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
	5
The introduction provides good background information, but some statements are lengthy. The authors should improve the flow and readability by shortening long sentences.


	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses 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 and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The discussion would benefit from a clearer comparison of the present findings with previously published cases or studies on head and neck/lingual lymphedema. This would better establish the novelty of the case. 
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. 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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
1. Terminology: Please use consistent terminology throughout the manuscript for lingual lymphedema, tongue edema, and tongue swelling to avoid confusion.

2. Case presentation: More details regarding the interval between surgery/radiotherapy and the onset of tongue lymphedema would improve the clinical description. 

3. Assessment methods: The authors should provide more details about how tongue circumference and tongue protrusion were measured, including the exact anatomical landmarks used. 

4. Intervention: The rehabilitation protocol is interesting, but the frequency and duration of MLD, tongue exercises, breathing exercises, and jaw mobilization should be clearly reported. 

5. Outcome assessment: The authors should clarify whether the EORTC questionnaires were administered according to the recommended scoring procedure and specify the version used. 

6. Table 1: Please standardize the presentation of numerical values and units. For example, “5–6 hours” should be presented consistently with the other numerical observations. 

7. Table 2: The manuscript mentions EORTC QLQ-H&N43 in the text, whereas the table heading refers to QLQ-H&N35. The authors should verify and correct the questionnaire name throughout the manuscript. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
The reference list should be carefully checked for uniform formatting, punctuation, author presentation, journal abbreviations, DOI formatting, and consistency between in-text citations and the reference list.


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	Yes
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