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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

1. The authors seek to examine if Nutritional Screening Tools (NST)  and Nutritional 

Assessment Tools (NAT) in IBD to determine (i) the prevalence of abnormalities (ii) if 

screening tools are correlated with assessment tools (iii) and if NSTs and NATs are 
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associated with clinical outcome. While all questions are interrelated a more 

refined/focused question would enhance the quality of the systematic review. 2. In 

evaluating the retrieved papers the authors do not attempt to critically appraise the 

quality of the study. In particular if the appropriate statistical analysis have been 

performed. 3. The detail provided for the search strategy needs to refined and the 

different terms used in each database detailed.  It is unclear why there is such a large 

difference in the number of studies retrieved in PubMED (994) and Medline (512). 4. In 

addition the reasons for the exclusion of 1504 records need to be recorded. 5. It is 

difficult to interpret the different studies designs included/excluded.  Case control 

studies are included yet the authors state that “records were excluded if there were no 

prospective clinical outcomes evaluated”. The broad range of aims may have led to this 

discrepancy. 6. In assessing the quality of the studies it is unlikely that 14/16 studies 

were of good quality. A risk of Bias Table would greatly benefit the manuscript. Table S1 

should provide some critical evaluation for different quality metrics on the NOS. 7. The 

referencing of the reviewed studies should be much more precise so that the reader can 

identify easily which study the author is referring to. In addition some of the studies 

included in Tables are missing reference numbers. 8. The discussion is more reflective of 

the  lack of validity of any of these measures and psoobily reflects the authors 

frustration rather that the findings of the SR. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This is an interesting review paper on nutrition screening and assessment in I BD. The 

authors present detailed methods used, critical evaluation of the literature, and 

important conclusions. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The research was to systematically review the prevalence of abnormalities on NSTs and 

NATs, whether NSTs are associated with NATs, and whether they predict clinical 

outcomes by comprehensive searches performed in Medline, CINAHL Plus and 
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PubMed. Included: English language studies correlating NSTs with NATs or 

NSTs/NATs with clinical outcomes in IBD. Excluded: review articles/case studies; use 

of BMI/laboratory values as sole NST/NAT; age <16. The research topic is innovative, 

the theoretical basis is solid, the experimental data is reliable, the statistical method is 

correct, the proof is sufficient, the conclusion is basically credible, the writing of the 

thesis is more rigorous, and the language expression is accurate. The research results 

have certain theoretical significance and clinical application value. 
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