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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
The article addresses a significant and underexplored issue—disparities in colorectal

cancer (CRC) screening among LGBTQ+ individuals. This topic is highly relevant in the

current landscape of healthcare reform, as it directly intersects with broader efforts to

promote health equity, reduce disparities, and ensure culturally competent care for

marginalized populations. By shedding light on the unique barriers faced by LGBTQ+

individuals in accessing CRC screening, the authors contribute meaningfully to a field



4

that has historically lacked focused research.

One of the article’s key strengths lies in its multidimensional structure. Barriers and

solutions are thoughtfully organized across several domains: the patient level, healthcare

provider level, institutional practices, insurance systems, public policy, and data

infrastructure. This comprehensive approach allows for a nuanced understanding of the

issue, while also providing actionable recommendations tailored to different

stakeholders. Strategies such as improving electronic health record (EHR)

documentation of gender identity, increasing provider training in cultural competence,

and expanding access through telemedicine are practical and well-aligned with current

best practices.

Moreover, the use of a consistent and logical format—first presenting barriers, then

following with targeted recommendations—greatly enhances the article’s clarity and

usability. This structure allows readers to easily identify relevant content and apply it

within their own institutional or clinical contexts. The recommendations are pragmatic

and feasible, making the article particularly valuable for clinicians, healthcare

administrators, educators, and policymakers.

However, there are notable areas where the manuscript could be improved. First, the

review lacks methodological transparency. Key components such as search strategy,

inclusion and exclusion criteria, and the quality assessment of sources are not described.

This omission limits the reproducibility and credibility of the findings. Second, the

analysis is heavily centered on the U.S. healthcare system. While this focus is valid, it

restricts the generalizability of the recommendations. A clearer acknowledgment of this

scope, or the inclusion of international perspectives, would enhance the article’s
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applicability for a broader audience.
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Does the research scope comply with ethics? Not

Applicable

Scientific quality Grade B (Very good)
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Creativity or innovation of this
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Scientific significance of the conclusion
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
I would like to thank the editors for the opportunity to review this important and timely

manuscript. I also commend the authors for undertaking a topic of substantial relevance

in the field of public health and oncology. The issue of disparities in colorectal cancer

screening among LGBTQ+ populations is underexplored in the literature, and this

manuscript offers a thoughtful and comprehensive synthesis of existing knowledge,
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along with practical, multi-level recommendations.

This is a well-conceived and thoroughly executed review that integrates barriers and

potential solutions across individual, provider, institutional, and policy levels. The

discussion is enriched by clear organization, evidence-informed recommendations, and

attention to both clinical and structural factors influencing healthcare access. The authors

demonstrate scholarly rigor and cultural sensitivity, and their commitment to advancing

health equity is evident throughout the text.

One of the most notable strengths of the manuscript is its holistic framework, linking

patient-level challenges (e.g., fear, stigma, and lack of information) with systemic

barriers such as inadequate provider training, insufficient data collection infrastructure,

and insurance policy limitations. These multi-layered insights provide a valuable

resource for healthcare practitioners, researchers, and policymakers alike.

To further enhance the manuscript, I recommend adding a brief section near the

conclusion to explicitly discuss the limitations of the current review and propose future

research directions. For instance, the cited literature is predominantly based on studies

conducted in the United States, and the review adopts a narrative rather than systematic

approach. Furthermore, most cited sources are observational or descriptive, with limited

empirical evaluation of interventions. Identifying these gaps will improve the academic

completeness of the paper. It would also be helpful to highlight the need for

intersectional and longitudinal studies that explore the experiences of specific LGBTQ+

subgroups, such as transgender individuals, racial minorities, or those in rural areas.

In sum, this manuscript is a timely and meaningful contribution. With the suggested
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additions, it will be even more impactful and serve as a valuable reference for both

research and practice in promoting equitable cancer screening.
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