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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	Congratulations on the initiative to publish this rare case report. This manuscript offers a useful and timely contribution to the scientific community by presenting a rare case report of appendiceal mucocele coexisting with a rectosigmoid tumor process. This study expands the spectrum of possible pathological associations, highlighting the need for a more comprehensive diagnostic investigation in complex and atypical cases. Thus, the manuscript not only enriches the literature with a rare finding, but also helps clinicians and researchers to consider this rare sight in future diagnostics and research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the manuscript, 'Appendicular mucocele associated with rectosigmoid tumor process: a rare case and literature review', although descriptive in relation to the clinical case, presents terminology that can cause confusion. The expression 'literature review' suggests a type of study that has a methodology for systematic search and analysis of publications, well-defined inclusion and exclusion criteria, and that aims to synthesize the existing knowledge on a topic in a comprehensive manner (such as a Systematic Review or Narrative Review with a well-defined scope and clear method).

In this manuscript, what is observed is a case report, which is complemented by bibliographic references that support the discussion and contextualize the rare finding, which is a standard and excellent practice in case reports. However, this contextualization does not constitute a 'literature review' in the formal methodological sense.

To ensure clarity and precision of the title, which is the reader's first contact with the work, I suggest that the phrase 'literature review' be removed. It could be, for example, 'Appendicular mucocele associated with rectosigmoid tumor process: a rare case report'.
	

	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 is concise and presents the essential points of the clinical case. To improve it and align it with scientific publication standards, I suggest the following modifications, aiming at a clearer structure and the inclusion of the main implications of the case:

Structure: Consider organizing the abstract according to the common sections for case reports: Introduction, Objective of the State, Case Description, and Discussion/Conclusion. This will facilitate the reading and understanding of the key elements.

Objective of the Report: It would be beneficial to include an explicit sentence about the objective of presenting this case, such as "The present report aims to highlight the rare coexistence..." or "We aim to describe this atypical case of...". If possible, leave each topic separate, this will make it easier for the reader to understand the article they will read.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript presents the essential elements and is scientifically correct for a case report, especially considering the rarity of the finding. It fulfills the main objective of a case report, which is to describe a new, unusual, or significant clinical observation that may provide learning or raise new hypotheses.

However, as previously mentioned in another question, the part that refers to a literature review is not correct.

If there is a desire to review the literature, a method should be chosen for this purpose, described, and included in the article.

The presence of bibliographic references that are only supporting the discussion of the case is a positive and expected aspect.

Depth of Discussion: For some journals, the discussion of a case report may benefit from a more in-depth analysis of the clinical implications, the differential diagnostic challenges, or even speculations about the pathogenesis of the rare coexistence, beyond what is already present.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are pertinent and sufficient to contextualize the case report and support the discussion presented.

When it comes to literature review, they are not sufficient

Additionally, I felt there was a lack of updated references (last 5 years) to contextualize the topic and provide a counterpoint with old references in the literature.
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is scientifically accurate as a case report. It fulfills the purpose of presenting a rare and clinically relevant finding. The suggestions for improvement we made (especially regarding the title and organization of the abstract) are intended to refine the presentation and accuracy of scientific communication, further enhancing the quality of the manuscript for publication.
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