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	Title: Impact of the Disasters on Colorectal Cancer Screening across Lebanon:  A comparative Study: The Lebanese Experience 
General Comments From Reviewer: The manuscript is of great value and highly relevant to the Lebanese context. For instance, this article highlights the decrease in CRC screening tests’ uptake which, combined with the high prevalence of CRC at the national level as well as the limited accessibility of people to quality care due to the socio-economic crisis, will lead to an increase in the burden of CRC. Nevertheless, the article has some weaknesses (see below) and needs revision for language and grammar.
Introduction:  Contextualize you study in terms of CRC screening knowledge ad uptake in Lebanon before the crisis. For instance, I suggest you look at the article published by Moussallem et al. which assesses knowledge and uptake of CRC screening in Lebanon, as well as the importance of awareness to increase people's knowledge about CRC screening. Discuss the possible impact of different disasters on the uptake of CRC screening: on physical accessibility, financial accessibility and subsidy mechanisms of CRC screening in Lebanon, etc. The introduction is interesting, but the last sentence has an extremely poor scientific style and writing. Rewrite the last paragraph without pointing out the variables with numbers. Provide a sentence linking each variable.
Methodology: Does your sample include both private and public hospitals? What about the costs of screening tests in the different hospitals? Are they comparable? • You mention in the methodology that "Our analysis aimed to compare the number of CRC screening colonoscopies before the different crises and after they occurred, and to observe the evolution of this number throughout the different months in late 2019 and 2020. " However, this is not clearly presented in your results. I suggest that you put this baseline on your various charts. The section does not present enough elements to understand how the data were collected, and above all, compared. The Statistical Analysis section does not present the adopted statistical tests.
Results: You mention that the first graph shows the impact of the revolution on screening policies. It's not very clear. Do you mean the impact on the prescription or on use? What about the protracted effect of the different crises? On the health system? on subsidization mechanisms? On people’s mobility? • I think using a line per year instead of bars on the graphs would help to better visualize the differences and the evolution. In this case, you can also add some points/segments on the graphs which allow you/ and your audience to visualize the different events you are evaluating. • You mention "significant" differences. Did you perform statistical tests?
Discussion: The discussion section needs to be reorganized in a clearer and more coherent way. • I suggest that you begin the discussion by summarizing the main results of your study. Try to further contextualize your findings. • You only discuss the impact of two (SE crisis and COVID-19 pandemic) out of the four disasters you assess in this article. What about the revolution and the explosion of the port of Beirut? What about the protracted impact of the socio-economic crisis? • “Strengths and limitations” section is missing. 
References: Write the references of your study in a consistent manner / using one referencing style
Article can be published after major revision. 




