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1. The title is clear, and it is adequate for the content of the 

article. 
4/5 



The title is clear and reflects the main focus of the study. It could possibly be shortened 

slightly, but it is appropriate for the content of the manuscript. 

 

2. The abstract presents objectives, methods, and results. 4/5 

The abstract presents the main elements of the study and summarizes the principal findings. 

However, the objective of the study could be stated more explicitly. The conclusion could also 

focus more directly on the findings of the present study rather than mainly discussing 

limitations of previous research 

 

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in 

this article. 
3/5 

The manuscript is generally understandable, but there are several grammatical, punctuation, 

and formatting problems throughout the text. Some sentences also need improvement for 

clarity. A careful language revision is recommended before publication. 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3/5 

The general design, study period, population, G8 classification, and data analysis software are 

described. However, some methodological points need clarification. The manuscript states that 

patients over 65 years were included, while the inclusion criteria state “over 18 years old.” 

This should be corrected. In addition, the statistical methods section mentions multivariable 

logistic regression models, but the corresponding regression results are not clearly presented in 

the Results section.  

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 3/5 

The results are generally presented clearly and the tables are useful. However, some numerical 

inconsistencies should be checked. For example, the sensitivity and specificity values reported 

in the Results section should be compared carefully with those reported later in the 

Discussion. The authors should verify all percentages, confidence intervals, and statistical 

terminology before publication. 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by 

the content. 
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The main conclusion is consistent with the study findings, particularly the view that the G8 

score may support treatment decisions but should not replace comprehensive geriatric 

assessment. The conclusion could be slightly revised for clarity and should more directly 

summarize what was observed in this patient population. 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate.  4/5 
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

This is an interesting study addressing the use of the G8 score in older patients with colorectal 

cancer. The topic is relevant, and the findings provide useful information from a clinical setting 

in Morocco. 

Before publication, I suggest that the authors address a few points. The inclusion criteria should 

be corrected because the Methods section refers to patients over 65 years, while the listed 

criterion states over 18 years. The statistical analysis also needs clarification, particularly the 

reference to multivariable logistic regression, since these results are not clearly reported. The 

sensitivity and specificity values should be checked for consistency throughout the manuscript. 

Finally, the English language, punctuation, and reference formatting would benefit from 

revision. 

With these corrections, the manuscript would be clearer and more consistent. 
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