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	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.


	This manuscript provides valuable insights into the rare coexistence of pregnancy and symptomatic multiple myeloma, a condition with fewer than 50 documented cases worldwide. By highlighting the diagnostic challenges—due to overlapping clinical signs with physiological pregnancy—and discussing management strategies, it contributes significantly to both hematology and obstetric practice. The article reinforces the importance of multidisciplinary care and offers a practical example of how treatment can be safely deferred until postpartum, ensuring both maternal and fetal safety. Thus, it fills an important knowledge gap and will be of interest to clinicians, researchers, and guideline developers.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable in that it clearly conveys the rarity and clinical focus of the manuscript. However, it could be made more specific and engaging to highlight the uniqueness of the case.

Suggested alternative:

“Symptomatic Multiple Myeloma Diagnosed During Pregnancy: A Rare Case Report and Literature Review”


	

	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 well-structured and covers the objective, case details, and conclusions. However, some adjustments would improve clarity and completeness:

Add a sentence regarding the follow-up period and outcome (e.g., remission achieved and maintained postpartum).

Reduce redundancy in the background and focus on the clinical significance of early recognition of persistent anemia in pregnancy.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The diagnostic work-up follows international criteria (IMWG, CRAB), and the therapeutic approach is consistent with best practices described in the literature. The discussion effectively integrates pathophysiological mechanisms and clinical implications. Some improvements could be made by including more details on long-term follow-up, cytogenetic risk stratification, and rationale for the choice of the VTD protocol over other regimens.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly sufficient, covering both classical sources (Kyle & Rajkumar, 2004; Palumbo & Anderson, 2011) and more recent updates (2020–2023). However, consistency in citation style is needed, and a few additional recent references could strengthen the discussion:

Mateos M-V, Dimopoulos MA. Multiple myeloma: 2023 update on diagnosis, risk-stratification, and management. Am J Hematol. 2023;98(4):502–520.

Rajkumar SV. Multiple Myeloma: 2022 update on diagnosis, risk-stratification, and management. Am J Hematol. 2022;97(8):1086–1107.


	

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


	The English language is generally understandable and conveys the scientific content adequately. However, there are occasional redundancies and long sentences in the discussion that could be streamlined for clarity. Minor grammatical and stylistic editing would improve readability and bring the manuscript fully in line with scholarly communication standards.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	None
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