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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

I was glad to review this narrative systematic review, partially conducted in line with
PRISMA checklist. The topic is interesting and appealing. English language would
probably require some further minor polish. As for literature search method, the
Authors only screened PUBMED database. It is advisable to screen more than one
database when conducting a systematic review (i.e. EMBASE, Scopus). I wonder if the
Authors decided to proceed as they did according to a specific motivation. A very
important part of the PRISMA checklist is reporting results: in the present systematic
review there is not any assessment of risk of bias for each studied included in the
analysis (i.e. item #18, item #21). The Authors should implement this part. As for
reporting results, the Authors could have performed a pooled-analysis - when possible
in accordance to outcome measures, data availability and samples homogeneity - in
order to obtain a unitary outcome indicator instead of describing, in a narrative-review
tashion, other studies results independently (i.e. colorectal cancer). I think that a
pooled/meta-analysis of presented results would add further value and novelty to the

manuscript.



