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	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 prevalence and clinical patterns of upper and lower gastrointestinal disorders identified through endoscopy in a private hospital in Western Kenya. The presented data are highly relevant and useful, as they fill an important knowledge gap regarding gastrointestinal disease trends in low- and middle-income countries, where epidemiological evidence is limited.

Furthermore, the study emphasizes the role of endoscopic diagnostics in early disease detection, clinical decision-making, and improving patient outcomes. Conducted over a four-year period, it documents real-world clinical findings that contribute to a better understanding of disease burden and offer useful directions for developing public health strategies and medical education in gastroenterology.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title “Analysis of upper gastrointestinal endoscopy and lower gastrointestinal endoscopy (Colonoscopy) among Patients Seeking Health Care Services at a Private Hospital in Western Kenya, between 2020 and 2024” is clear and descriptive, accurately reflecting the content of the study. It effectively communicates the purpose, population, and study period. However, the title is rather long and could be made more concise to improve clarity and impact.


	

	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 general overview of the study’s objectives, methodology, and results; however, it lacks sufficient depth and clarity in some areas. Although the study will be published in an open-access medical journal, and the purpose and study period are clearly defined, the structure should be improved by including subsections such as Introduction, Methods, Results, and Conclusions to make it easier to read and evaluate.

The type of study (retrospective, descriptive, etc.) and sample size should be specified. The results would be more convincing if they included numerical data (e.g., lesion prevalence) and clearly formulated practical conclusions.

Suggestions:

Add a sentence describing the study design and data collection method.

Present 1–2 relevant statistical results.

Clearly emphasize the implications for medical practice.

Use concise, academic phrasing.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and based on real clinical data collected over four years. The authors address a relevant topic, and the conclusions are consistent with the results. However, several methodological details are missing, such as inclusion/exclusion criteria, potential confounding factors, and ethical approval information.

The statistical analysis is mentioned but should be described more clearly (tests used, significance levels). Despite these minor issues, the scientific foundation is solid, and the observations are clinically valuable.

Conclusion: The manuscript is scientifically correct but requires minor methodological clarifications to enhance transparency and reproducibility.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The article includes several relevant sources, but the number is limited, and many are not up to date. Recent references from high-impact journals (within the last five years) are missing. Including newer studies would strengthen the scientific foundation.

 Recommendations:

The bibliography should be revised to include studies published after 2020 in high-impact journals such as The Lancet Gastroenterology & Hepatology, Gastrointestinal Endoscopy, and World Journal of Gastroenterology. Consistency between in-text citations and the reference list should be ensured. This would increase the manuscript’s academic credibility and relevance.


	

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


	The language is generally clear and appropriate, but the English style could be improved to meet academic standards. Some sentences are too long, and minor grammatical errors affect readability. A professional scientific editor, preferably a native speaker, should review the text to improve coherence, clarity, and consistency.

Conclusion: The English is understandable but requires moderate linguistic editing to reach the level expected in scientific publications.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Relevance and originality of the research

The study addresses a relevant and underexplored topic — the spectrum of gastrointestinal disorders diagnosed through endoscopy in a region of Western Kenya. This local perspective provides valuable data from a resource-limited setting.

The work is original due to its inclusion of data from a private hospital, which is rarely represented in African literature. The combined analysis of upper and lower endoscopies adds complexity and value. The study is relevant and original, contributing useful evidence for medical planning and regional research in gastroenterology.

Methodology

The methodology is generally appropriate but insufficiently detailed. Clarification is needed regarding the exact type of study (retrospective, cross-sectional), sample size, and selection criteria. The instruments used, data collection methods, and ethical approval should also be specified. Statistical methods should be described more precisely (tests used, confidence intervals, etc.).

The design is suitable for the research objectives, but methodological reporting should be improved to ensure study reproducibility.

Results and interpretation

The results provide a general overview of the endoscopic findings, highlighting common conditions such as gastritis, ulcers, polyps, and colorectal lesions. However, numerical details regarding the number of patients, gender and age distribution, and exact percentages are missing. Adding tables and graphs would improve clarity.

The interpretation of results is coherent but could be enhanced by comparing findings with similar studies from Africa or other regions.

Conclusion: The results are valuable but should be expanded with statistical data and visual representations for greater impact.

Structure and clarity

The paper follows a logical structure, but transitions between sections could be improved. There are minor redundancies between the introduction and discussion. The Methods and Results sections should be more clearly separated, and the use of subheadings would enhance readability.

The text is clear but contains long sentences and inconsistent formatting. Careful editing would improve readability and professionalism.

The structure is adequate but can be optimized for coherence and academic clarity.

References and citations

The reference list is relevant but incomplete and slightly outdated. Some in-text citations are missing from the bibliography, indicating inconsistencies. It is recommended to update the bibliography with articles from the last five years and verify formatting according to the journal’s guidelines.

The references are useful but should be expanded and updated to reflect the current state of gastroenterological research.

Conclusions

The conclusion section correctly summarizes the findings and the clinical relevance of endoscopy in diagnosing digestive diseases. However, it should include implications for public health, practical recommendations, and directions for future research.

Suggestions:

Summarize the key results in 2–3 sentences.

Emphasize clinical and educational applicability.

Mention study limitations.

Propose comparative future studies.

The section is relevant but should be expanded with a broader perspective on the study’s clinical and scientific impact.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	I did not identify any ethical issues in this manuscript. The authors appear to have adhered to all necessary ethical requirements and obtained ethical approval where applicable.
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