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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 paper addresses a current and significant topic—the association between night work, i.e., circadian rhythm disruption, and the risk of colorectal cancer, through a systematic review and meta-analysis of recent studies (2020–2025). The authors aim to provide an updated risk assessment with a focus on better exposure definition (ALAN, night work), as well as subgroup and dose–response analyses.  
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (The title is clear, informative, and fully corresponds to the content. It precisely defines the population, exposure, and methodology (systematic review and meta-analysis), which is a major strength)
	

	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 (The abstract is well structured and follows the standard IMRAD logic. The aim, methodology, main results, and conclusion are clearly presented. It is particularly commendable that guidelines (PRISMA) and protocol registration (PROSPERO) are mentioned, which enhances methodological credibility. However, there is potential overstatement of conclusions given the small number of included studies. It is recommended that the abstract emphasize the limitation of study number and formulate conclusions more cautiously)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Keywords are relevant but not fully aligned with MeSH terminology. Revision according to the MeSH database is recommended)
	

	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 (The introduction is extensive and provides a solid biological basis, especially regarding molecular mechanisms of circadian rhythm. Nevertheless, the text is partially overloaded with details on CLOCK/BMAL1 mechanisms that are not entirely necessary for this type of work. Positively, the problem is clearly introduced and contextualized. Crucially, the study aim is clearly defined at the end of the introduction, which is appropriate. Still, the formulation of aims is overly elaborate and could be more concise and focused in one or two sentences)
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (the study aim is clearly defined at the end of the introduction, which is appropriate. Still, the formulation of aims is overly elaborate and could be more concise and focused in one or two sentences)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (References include a number of recent works (2020–2024), consistent with the study aim, but still contain older and partly irrelevant sources for the specific topic (e.g., general molecular studies). Some key recent meta-analyses or large cohort studies from the past five years are missing. It is recommended to improve the balance toward recent literature and remove less relevant citations)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (References include a number of recent works (2020–2024), consistent with the study aim, but still contain older and partly irrelevant sources for the specific topic (e.g., general molecular studies). Some key recent meta-analyses or large cohort studies from the past five years are missing. It is recommended to improve the balance toward recent literature and remove less relevant citations)
	

	()
	4 (Materials and methods are generally well designed and in line with standards for systematic reviews. Inclusion and exclusion criteria, search strategy, and quality assessment method (Newcastle-Ottawa scale) are clearly defined. The restriction to recent studies with clear justification is particularly positive. However, methodological shortcomings exist: combining different effect measures (OR, RR, HR, PR) into a single analysis without detailed explanation of transformation is a potential source of bias. Moreover, the choice between fixed and random models is not consistently justified. It is recommended to explain conversion methods in more detail and provide a stronger rationale for the statistical approach)
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (References include a number of recent works (2020–2024), consistent with the study aim, but still contain older and partly irrelevant sources for the specific topic (e.g., general molecular studies). Some key recent meta-analyses or large cohort studies from the past five years are missing. It is recommended to improve the balance toward recent literature and remove less relevant citations)
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Yes, the manuscript does include identification of research gaps and future directions)
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (The conclusion is clear but somewhat too strong relative to available data. Phrases such as “provides strong evidence” should be softened, as five studies cannot yield definitive conclusions. A more cautious tone is recommended (e.g., “suggests an association”)
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Yes, the manuscript does discuss its limitations, mainly in the “Strengths and Limitations” section)
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (The quality of the references is generally satisfactory, as most of them come from peer-reviewed journals and include relevant sources such as the World Health Organization and the International Agency for Research on Cancer. However, shortcomings were noted in the form of uneven formatting, incomplete citations and occasionally inadequate citation of sources, which reduces the overall reliability of the reference list. More careful technical revision is required to ensure consistency and academic accuracy)
	

	14. 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 (The manuscript is generally understandable, but the clarity and language quality are below the standard expected for publication)
	



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.
	The title is clear, informative, and fully corresponds to the content. It precisely defines the population, exposure, and methodology (systematic review and meta-analysis), which is a major strength
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is well structured and follows the standard IMRAD logic. The aim, methodology, main results, and conclusion are clearly presented. It is particularly commendable that guidelines (PRISMA) and protocol registration (PROSPERO) are mentioned, which enhances methodological credibility. However, there is potential overstatement of conclusions given the small number of included studies. It is recommended that the abstract emphasize the limitation of study number and formulate conclusions more cautiously
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	References include a number of recent works (2020–2024), consistent with the study aim, but still contain older and partly irrelevant sources for the specific topic (e.g., general molecular studies). Some key recent meta-analyses or large cohort studies from the past five years are missing. It is recommended to improve the balance toward recent literature and remove less relevant citations.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	The manuscript does not mention ethics approval or informed consent.
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PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Overall, the paper has a solid foundation, a clearly defined aim, and a methodological framework, but suffers from limitations in study number, statistical processing, and interpretation of results, as well as linguistic and stylistic shortcomings. 
Final recommendation: the paper requires MAJOR REVISION before possible acceptance.
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