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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 section of the book offers valuable insights into the application patterns and diagnostic outcomes of upper and lower gastrointestinal endoscopy in resource-limited settings. The study analyzes a large patient cohort over four years and provides findings on disease burden, recommendation practices, and gaps in colonoscopy care. The results can help us for treatment planning, resource allocation, and the prioritization of implementations in similar healthcare settings. Contrary to the world, which is concentrated to the western countries, this article presents domain-specific evidence that has been underrepresented in the gastrointestinal literature to date.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is generally appropriate and accurately reflects the content of the article. 
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well-structured. It clearly presents the background, methods, results, and conclusions: It describes the retrospective study design concisely and clearly. It highlights the differences between esophagogastroduodenoscopy (EGD) and colonoscopy regarding access and usage patterns, rather than presenting disease prevalence. There is no need for major abridgments.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the article is scientifically sound and based on an appropriate retrospective descriptive study design. The methodology is clearly defined, and the statistical analyses used are appropriate to the study objectives. The results are clearly presented and interpreted within the context of existing literature. Minor issues include some cross-sectional replications in methodology, as well as occasional overinterpretations of sample usage; these should be treated with caution due to the retrospective nature of the data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, the evidence is generally sufficient and includes a mix of regional and international literature. Much of the evidence is new and relevant. The authors could add one or two indicators based on colorectal cancer screening guidelines or endoscopic quality indicators, but this is not mandatory.
	

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

	
The language is understandable and generally suitable for scientific communication. There are minor grammatical and stylistic errors, and some minor linguistic corrections, particularly in the introduction and discussion, would improve clarity and readability.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
The language is understandable and generally suitable for scientific communication. There are minor grammatical and stylistic errors, and some minor linguistic corrections, particularly in the introduction and discussion, would improve clarity and readability.


	



	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883][bookmark: _Hlk156057704]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 details)
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