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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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.
	The study may contribute to optimizing screening pathways and referral strategies, particularly in resource-limited settings. Its findings could help improve early diagnosis and prioritize colonoscopy use in patients with increased probability of malignancy 
	






PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	






PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but could be more specific but it is okay
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, should clearly define what the authors considered as “high-risk patients”, as this is essential for interpreting the applicability of the findings. It would also be useful to specify whether patients negative FIT results were followed longitudinally to determine subsequent CCR. Additionally, the rationale por excluding patients with prior CCR should be clarified. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the reported methodological details and numerical data should be internally consistent, as discrepancies directly compromise confidence in the results analysis. Until these inconsistencies are clarified, the interpretation and clinical applicability of the findings remain uncertain.  In addition clearer detail is needed regarding the inclusion criteria, confirmatory colonoscopy pathways and whether negative FIT results were systematically followed. Without this information, the accuracy estimates may be affected by verification bias and limited generalizability. The discussion appropriately places the findings within the current literature, although deeper comparison with recent cohort studies and guideline-based evidence is recommended. This would help clarify whether the observed diagnostic performance aligns with previously reported outcomes and strengthen the manuscript’s clinical relevance. The conclusions currently appear broader than what the presented data can reliably support. Given the unresolved inconsistencies in methodology and result reporting, as well as the limited discussion of key outcome details, the manuscript does not yet provide a sufficiently robust basis for definitive clinical conclusions. In addition, the authors should emphasize that FIT results must always be interpreted within the individual clinical context. A negative FIT should not preclude further diagnostic evaluation in patients with high clinical suspicion for CCR, and management decisions should remain individualized according to patient risk factors and symptoms
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the cited literature is relevant, however it would be better the inclusion of more recent studies and current CCR screening guidelines, particularly those addressing the diagnostic performance of FIT in different risk populations.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No
	






PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	This is a clinically relevant manuscript addressing an important screening topic. However, clarification of methodological inconsistencies, patient follow-up, and data reporting is essential to strengthen confidence in the results and support the final conclusions.
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