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Reviewer #1:

Comment: [ would ke to thank the editors for the opportunity to review this
important and timely manuscript. | also commend the ... These multi-layered insights
provide a valuable resource for healthcare practitioners, researchers, and policymakers
alike.

Response: Thank you for recognizing our work. We're glad to hear those positive

comments.

Comment: To further enhance the manuscript, | recommend adding a brref section near
the conclusion to explicitly discuss the limitations of the curvent review and propose
future research divections........ LGBTQ+ subgroups, such as transgender imdividuals, racral
minorities, or those in rural areas.

Response: Thank you for the suggestion. We have now and added a section titled
“Limitations and Future Research Priorities” before the conclusion, which outlines the
limitations of the current review, proposes potential solutions, and offers suggestions for

future researchers.

Reviewer #2.:

Comment: The article addresses a significant and underexplored issue—disparities in
colorectal cancer (CRC) screening among LGBTQR+  individuals. ... The
recommendations are pragmatic and feasrble, making the article particularly valuable
for clinicrans, healthcare admunistrators, educators, and policymakers.

Response: Thank you for recognizing our work. We're glad to hear those positive

comments.

Comment: However, there are notable areas where the manuscript could be improved.
First, the review lacks methodological transparency. Key components such as search
strateqy, mclusion and exclusion criteria, and the quality assessment of sources are not
described. This omission limits the reproducibrlity and credibility of the findings.

Response:



e Thank you for your valuable feedback. As our manuscript follows a narrative
rather than a systematic review approach, most of the referenced sources are
observational or descriptive in nature. Consequently, we did not initially include
detailed inclusion and exclusion criteria, as these are typically associated with
systematic reviews. However, in response to the comments, we have added a
new section titled ‘“Limitations and Future Research Priorities” in the revised
manuscript, which acknowledges these methodological limitations and provides
suggestions for future research.

e Additionally, although a formal search strategy is not standard practice in
narrative reviews and was therefore not originally included, we have now added
a brief description of our search approach in the introduction to improve

methodological transparency

We have now added a section titled '"Limitations and Future Research

Priorities’ before the conclusion, which outlines the limitations of the current review.

Editorial Office’s comments:

Added a section with the title — “Limitations and Future Research

Prioritres.”

Addressed this point in the new section of ’Limitations and Future

Research Priorities.”

Addressed this limitation in the new section. Added a new line in the
introduction about the search strategy briefly.

Acknowledge this limitation in the new section.



Added this to the manuscript

Changed the title capitalization format. Except for the first word, all

other words are represented in lowercase
Added author list before “Authors and institution”
— Added contributions by each author as per journal guidelines.

Edited keywords as per journal guidelines. Only the first letter is

capitalized now.
Uploaded with the manuscript
Adjusted accordingly

Removed the sequence numbers before subtitles and adjusted as per journal

requirements



