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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 presents a well structured and clinically relevant study comparing 1- and 3-year survival outcomes among patients with complicated forms of colon cancer managed by standard versus comprehensive perioperative strategies. The topic is highly significant in surgical oncology, especially for low-resource or general surgical hospital settings, where complicated cases often predominate. The research is methodologically sound, provides clear statistical results, and demonstrates that a multidisciplinary perioperative approach improves long-term outcomes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable.
	

	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 informative but could be more concise. 
It currently contains detailed numerical data that could be summarized to improve readability and impact.

 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript scientifically is correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent.
	

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


	While understandable, the manuscript would benefit from professional English editing to improve fluency, reduce repetition, and ensure consistent terminology (for example “oncopathology,” “oncoradical,” “oncoprocess” could be replaced with simpler terms like "malignant disease or tumor process").
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Clear Objective and Design:
The aim is explicitly defined, and the comparison between two distinct management approaches (standard vs. comprehensive perioperative strategy) is logical and well justified.
2. Adequate Sample Size:
With 180 patients, the sample size is sufficient for meaningful statistical analysis and for observing trends in survival.
3. Statistical Rigor:
The use of Kaplan-Meier survival analysis and log-rank testing provides an appropriate and robust statistical framework for evaluating survival outcomes.
4. Consistency with Literature:
The discussion effectively compares the study’s findings with previously published survival data, showing awareness of the broader scientific context.
5. Lack of Table and Figure Presentation:
The manuscript refers to Table 1 and Figure 1, but these are not fully formatted or embedded. Survival curves and tables should be clearly labeled and visually presented for publication readiness.
6. Discussion Depth:
The discussion could further explore why the comprehensive strategy led to better outcomes—such as improved surgical readiness, better nutritional status, or postoperative care. Currently, it mainly presents data comparison without deeper mechanistic interpretation.

7. P-values and Significance:
Some χ² and p-values (e.g., p > 0.3 or > 0.4) are mentioned as statistically nonsignificant but are followed by interpretations suggesting trends. The narrative should clarify which differences are statistically significant versus clinically meaningful.

8. Terminology:
The phrase “complicated forms of ROK” appears in the conclusion “ROK” should be replaced with “colon cancer” or “colorectal cancer” to maintain clarity and consistency.
The manuscript has solid scientific merit and high clinical value. However, before publication, it requires major revision focusing on:

· English language polishing and clarity

· Explicit definition of the “comprehensive perioperative strategy”

· Inclusion of all tables, figures, and references

· Improved discussion and refinement of conclusions
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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