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	Comments from Reviewer : 
General Comments From Reviewer:	I enjoyed reading a very good manuscript, which still has minor problems that can be easily solved. In short, the manuscript lacks the chapter of conclusions (formulated as such), it needs more bibliographical references, as well as a list of abbreviations used in the text. Graphical representations of the results would be more than welcome, the existing tables are good, but the abundance of numerical results becomes tiring and difficult to follow. That would be all, and I think the suggested changes are easy to make if the authors take my opinion into account. Overall, the manuscript is of good quality and I recommend its publication, after making the changes. On a scale of 1 to 10, the average score obtained by the manuscript is 8.125 points.
Introduction: The chapter is also very good, highlighting the clinical context in which the study on the surgical treatment of dialysis patients diagnosed with gastric cancer was carried out, taking into account the local peculiarities. I do not find any shortcomings in this chapter either and, I must point out, my expectations for the rest of the manuscript are already growing. 
Methodology: Excellent chapter, the authors do not omit any of the elements meant to convince us of the correctness and reproducibility of the study they conducted: patient selection, clinical and pathological parameters, statistical analysis of the data obtained. 
Results: The results of this original study are very well presented, both in text and in 3 tables, comparing the group of dialysis patients with the control group. The data are correctly and completely presented, the 3 tables are well made. However, given the abundance of numerical values, which are not easy to follow in the text and tables, I think that at least a partial graphical representation of the results, possibly in the form of charts, is necessary. 
Discussion: On about two pages the authors put the results of their study in the context of the current data available in the literature and do a very good job. It is also a chapter without deficiencies, which deserves maximum points. 
References: There are 14 bibliographical references, most of them located between years 2011-2019, so they are current. They are relevant to the study performed, correctly written and correctly quoted in the text. However, given that the manuscript is an original study, I think there are few references.  
Tables / Figures: There are 3 tables included in the text, 3 additional tables and a figure. All are of good quality. Given the large volume of data even of the 3 tables, I do not know what is the intention of the authors regarding the 3 additional tables. I think that replacing at least part of the data presented in the tables with graphic representations would be a solution to consider for the publishable form of this manuscript.   




