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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.


	This manuscript is important for the scientific community as it provides valuable insights into the relationship between obesity and prostate cancer aggression, a critical public health concern. By analyzing patient data from selected hospitals in Kiambu County, Kenya, the study highlights obesity as a significant risk factor influencing prostate cancer severity and progression. The findings contribute to the growing body of evidence on modifiable risk factors for prostate cancer, emphasizing the need for targeted prevention strategies and clinical interventions. Additionally, the study underscores the importance of lifestyle modifications and obesity management in reducing prostate cancer-related morbidity and mortality.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Obesity as a Risk Factor for Prostate Cancer Aggression Among Cancer Patients in Selected Hospitals in Kiambu County, Kenya" is generally suitable, as it clearly reflects the study's focus on obesity and prostate cancer aggression within a specific population. However, it could be refined for better clarity and conciseness.
Suggested Alternative Title:
"The Impact of Obesity on Prostate Cancer Aggressiveness: A Retrospective Analysis in Kiambu County, Kenya"
This revision maintains the key elements of the study while making the title more direct and engaging.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract provides a decent overview of the study, but I have a few suggestions to improve its clarity, flow, and depth. Here's a breakdown:
Strengths:
Clear Background: The background introduces the problem of obesity and its global relevance, setting the context for the study.
Defined Aim: The aim is clear and specific, stating the intention to evaluate obesity as a risk factor for prostate cancer aggressiveness.
Results Section: The key findings are presented and demonstrate a significant association between obesity and prostate cancer aggression.
Suggestions for Improvement:
Clarity in Methodology:
The phrase "Purposive sampling method was used where the samples were distributed across the three selected hospitals" seems a bit unclear. It would be better to clarify the sampling approach. You could revise it to: "Purposive and convenience sampling methods were employed to select patients from three hospitals: Gatundu Level 5, Kiambu Level 5, and Thika Level 5 Hospital."
The mention of "analytical retrospective research design" is helpful, but it might benefit from a brief explanation of how data was analyzed (e.g., statistical tests used).
Result Details:
It would help to include a bit more detail on the statistical tests used for analysis (e.g., chi-square test, logistic regression) to better support the findings.
The result "52.9 percent of prostate cancer patients showed high levels of aggression" could be more precise. High aggression could be defined further (e.g., by Gleason score or other specific criteria).
The sentence "There was a significant association between prostate cancer aggression and obesity with (p ¡ 0.05)" contains a formatting error ("p ¡ 0.05"), which could be corrected to "p < 0.05". This would improve clarity.
Conclusion Refinement:
The conclusion could be expanded slightly to reinforce the relevance of the findings. For instance, mentioning potential future directions for research or the broader clinical implications of this study (e.g., the need for targeted interventions for obese patients with prostate cancer) could add depth.
Typographical Improvements:
There are a few typographical issues: "p ¡ 0.05" should be corrected to "p < 0.05".
The phrase "difficulty managing PC with obesity (p=0.017)" could be rephrased for smoother readability, such as "difficulty in managing prostate cancer due to obesity (p=0.017)."
Keywords:
The inclusion of "Gleason Score" is excellent, but it would be helpful to add terms like "aggressiveness," "obesity-related risk factors," or "clinical outcomes" to broaden the searchability of the study.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be generally scientifically sound, but there are a few areas where clarification or additional details might improve accuracy and ensure the manuscript meets scientific standards. Here are some points to consider:

Sample Size:
The sample size of 256 patients is mentioned, but it would be helpful to include details about how this number was determined. Was it based on power calculations to ensure sufficient statistical power to detect significant effects? Providing this context would strengthen the scientific validity.
Statistical Significance:
The phrasing "p ¡ 0.05" is a typographical error, and it should be corrected to "p < 0.05" to indicate statistical significance.
The significance of the findings related to obesity and cancer aggression is reported with p-values, but additional information on effect sizes (e.g., odds ratios or regression coefficients) would provide more insight into the strength of these associations. This is especially important when discussing the clinical relevance of findings.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references provided in the manuscript seem mostly sufficient, but there are some considerations regarding their recency, relevance, and diversity. Below is a detailed review and some suggestions for improvement:

Recency:
  A few references date back a bit (e.g., Amling, 2005). While older foundational studies are important, it would be beneficial to include additional references from the last 2-3 years to ensure the literature review is up-to-date. For example, a recent systematic review on obesity and prostate cancer could provide more context.
Geographic Scope:
  While some studies from Kenya are useful, it would be beneficial to include more studies from diverse global settings, especially high-income countries where prostate cancer is more prevalent. The manuscript could benefit from references discussing the relationship between obesity and prostate cancer in populations outside of Africa.

References on Statistical Methodology:
Given that the manuscript involves statistical analysis, including references on statistical methods, particularly regarding the analysis of cancer data (e.g., regression models, survival analysis) would help validate the methods section.

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language and overall quality of English in the manuscript is generally clear, but there are a few areas that could be improved to make it more suitable for scholarly communication. Below are some observations and suggestions: 

Grammar and Sentence Structure:
  Example: "The findings, it was revealed that there was a high level of prostate cancer aggression among men in Kiambu County, cumulative of 52.9 percent."
Suggestion: This sentence could be clearer. A possible revision would be: "The findings revealed that 52.9% of men in Kiambu County exhibited high levels of prostate cancer aggression."
Example: "The findings revealed that age (p=0.003), marital status (p=0.042), length of diagnosis (p=0.005), and stage of cancer (p=0.000) of the patients significantly influenced the aggression of prostate cancer (p ¡ 0.05) and more than 40 percent of those with PC were above 45 years."
Suggestion: This sentence is a bit lengthy and complex. Consider breaking it into two sentences for clarity: "The findings revealed that age (p=0.003), marital status (p=0.042), length of diagnosis (p=0.005), and stage of cancer (p=0.000) significantly influenced prostate cancer aggression (p < 0.05). Additionally, more than 40% of the patients with prostate cancer were aged over 45 years."
Use of Terminology:
  The use of terms like "prostate cancer aggression" is not incorrect, but "prostate cancer aggressiveness" might be more widely used in scientific literature. Consider revising this term to align with common scholarly terminology.
Consistency:
  Ensure consistency in the use of terms. For example, you alternate between "obesity" and "being obese." It would be better to choose one term and maintain consistency.

	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript provides valuable insights into the relationship between obesity and prostate cancer aggression, but it would benefit from clarifying the research design, discussing the clinical implications of the findings, and addressing potential limitations and future research directions.

Based on the manuscript provided, there don't appear to be any immediate ethical concerns

From the manuscript provided, there is no explicit competing interests or conflicts of interest related to the authors or the study.

Plagiarism not suspected
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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