Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Cancer and Tumor International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JCTI_142625

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Evaluating the Effectiveness of Supplemental Parenteral Nutrition in the Nutritional Management of Cancer Patients: An Observational Case Series Focused on Fatigue and Physical Function improvement

	Type of the Article
	Case report


	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.


	This manuscript addressed fatigue, which is known as one of the most-common side effects of chemotherapy. Cancer-related fatigue affects the quality of life of both the patients and their caregivers. Therefore, improving the quality of life of the patients will directly and indirectly boost the well-being of their caregivers too. This will help in the emotional endurance of the cancer journey and provide a “relief” during such journey.   
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. The title used the word “effectiveness”, which is more suitable in studies with comparator, and has the implication of causal relationship. While this article was describing an observational study (case series), which the observed outcomes are evaluated without any control to the potential confounding/covariate. 

Suggestion to tone it down, maybe use the word “effect”, or “associated with” instead. For example:  “Supplemental Parenteral Nutrition in the Nutritional Management of Cancer Patients is associated with Fatigue and Physical Function improvement”


	

	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.


	Yes, but I noticed some typo errors there. For example: the mean age was incorrect, there’s a discrepancy between the abstract (Eleven patients (mean age: 44.36 years)) vs the body text (The mean age of the participants was 61± 16.36 years). Suggestion to check the accuracy of the results. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some articles are very old, for example: Reference 6 was from year 2002. 

Consider to use a more recent similar version, e.g.: 

O'Hanlon FJ, Fragkos KC, Fini L, Patel PS, Mehta SJ, Rahman F, Di Caro S. Home Parenteral Nutrition in Patients with Advanced Cancer: A Systematic Review and Meta-Analysis. Nutr Cancer. 2021;73(6):943-955. doi: 10.1080/01635581.2020.1784441. Epub 2020 Jun 25. PMID: 32586120.
Also, References 5 and 11 seem to be identical, please check again. 
	

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


	Yes, but do rectify the typo errors. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Section 3.2.6 Safety assessment is currently left empty, is it intentional or accidental? I strongly suggest a description of the safety assessment being provided, as safety assessment on the use of parenteral nutrition is always paramount. 

On the fatigue score, other than the statistical significance, it will be insightful to also present/assess if such improvement is clinical significant too. This will be useful for the readers of the article, especially for doctors who are interested to know if any clinical improvement can be expected. 

I also noted numerous typo errors as I read along, and also incomplete data presentation, for example: units for basal metabolic rate were missing/not stated. It is also unclear which definition/assessment was used to define nutrition risk stratification. These details, when carefully considered, would bring a higher quality to the manuscript. 
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)

No
	


Reviewer details:

Antoinette C. Winokan, Danone Global Research & Innovation, The Netherlands

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


