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Well-conducted meta-analysis about an interseting topic
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The topic of the meta-analysis is well defined and clinically relevant because we need to know which

are the environmental, particularly dietary, risk factors for the development of colorectal cancer. The

number of patients involved is over 300000 and it very wide. The metanalysis has been well

conducted and the paper is brief and easy to read Why didn’t you analyzed individual patient data

from studies? Why did you choose the Newcastle-Ottawa scale, an instrument not already validated?

Are there other validated instrument that would be better?




