Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Research and Reports in Gastroenterology

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJRRGA_147296

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Cancer in the Context of Inflammatory Bowel Disease: A Review of 16 Cases

	Type of the Article
	


	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 provides valuable insight into the relationship between inflammatory bowel disease (IBD) and the development of malignancies. It addresses an important clinical issue by describing the incidence and types of cancers observed in patients with IBD over an extended period. The findings help raise awareness of the need for ongoing surveillance and multidisciplinary care in this population. Overall, the study adds to the existing knowledge on the long-term complications of IBD and may inform future clinical practice and research directions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is 
	

	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 concise summary of the study, including its objectives, methods, and key findings. However, it could be strengthened by adding more specific details regarding the study design (retrospective, descriptive), the total number of patients included, and the main results (number and types of malignancies identified). Including a brief statement about the clinical implications or recommendations for practice would also improve its relevance and readability. Overall, the abstract is clear but would benefit from slightly more quantitative information and a concluding sentence that highlights the broader significance of the findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and technically correct. The objectives are clearly defined, and the results are consistent with the data presented. However, the study design is purely retrospective and descriptive, which limits the strength of the conclusions that can be drawn. Statistical analyses are basic and could be expanded to include comparative or correlational measures to better support the findings. Despite these limitations, the study remains methodologically coherent and provides meaningful observational data on an important clinical issue.
	

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

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


	English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The discussion is mainly limited to gastroenterological literature, with no consideration of integrative dimensions such as lifestyle, nutrition, stress, treatment adherence, or patient quality of life. The authors are encouraged to broaden their discussion by acknowledging the importance of a multidisciplinary approach that includes psychological, nutritional, and social components, particularly in the context of secondary cancer prevention.

Furthermore, the manuscript overlooks the psychosocial implications of an oncological diagnosis in patients with chronic illness. The impact on identity, emotional adjustment, and patient engagement, as well as the potential role of psychological or psycho-oncological support, should be at least briefly addressed in the discussion and conclusions.

Finally, while the overall structure is clear, a few editorial aspects need revision: the inclusion of a dedicated Limitations section, clearer commentary on tables within the text, and consistency in the reference formatting.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The manuscript does not provide sufficient information regarding ethical approval or patient consent procedures. Given that the study involves retrospective data from human subjects, a clear statement about approval from an institutional ethics committee and data confidentiality measures is essential. The absence of this information represents a methodological and ethical limitation that should be addressed before publication. I recommend that the authors explicitly include the name of the ethics committee, the approval reference number, and a statement confirming compliance with ethical standards.
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