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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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.


	It is known that ovarian cancer has a high mortality rate as the fifth most common cause of death in women. New treatment technologies need to be developed due to reasons such as the difficulty of diagnosing this type of cancer at an early stage, the fact that the disease is often in advanced stages when diagnosed, its high heterogeneity and complexity, and the difficulty of reproducing in vitro. All in all, this mini review manuscript is a candidate to be a valuable resource as it examines new treatment options for ovarian cancer.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable for the manuscript. No further suggestions.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is comprehensive, but some sentence gaps are noticeable (e.g. Even though successful treatments difficult for most women with ovarian cancer.), and it is thought that a connecting sentence should be added to the last part. Also, it was stated in the abstract that ovarian cancer is divided into 6 types by WHO, but in a current publication (https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC9676071/#:~:text=The%20WHO%20has%20classified%20ovarian,Miscellaneous%20tumors%2C%208)%20Mesothelial%20tumors) it is seen that there are more types than this. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically accurate. The main reason for this is that the content was taken directly from the references with some words changed when writing the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the article appear to be sufficient and recent. However, the authors, doi numbers, and titles of some references do not match. For example, the doi number of reference number 1 (E. Pujade-Lauraine, Mechanisms and advances in anti-ovarian cancer with natural plant component’s DOI:10.1093/annonc/mdx442) belongs to a different article (Pujade-Lauraine, E. (2017). New treatments in ovarian cancer. Annals of Oncology, 28, viii57-viii60) and the author is incorrect; the correct one is: Wu, J., Zhou, T., Wang, Y., Jiang, Y., & Wang, Y. (2021). Mechanisms and advances in anti-ovarian cancer with natural plants component. Molecules, 26(19), 5949. The same error (incorrect doi number) is also seen in the following references: 
· Bernd C. Schmid, Martin K. Oehler, New perspective in ovarian cancer treatment DOI:77(2014)128,136.
· J.R. McLaughlin Reproductive risk factors for ovarian cancer in carriers of BRCA1 or BRCA2 mutation. DOI: 10.1016/S1470.
In addition, some references contain typos (Cyril Touboul, Raphael Lis, Mesenchymal stem cells enhance ovarian cancer enhances ovarian cancer cell infiltration through IL6 secretion in an amino chronic membrane-based 3D mode. Journal of Translational Medicine 2013,11:28.). Moreover, the 22nd reference given in the text is missing from the bibliography.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language/English used in the manuscript is below average. The reason for this can be shown as under the heading of “Xenografts”, while describing another study that was done before. (We created transplantable ovarian tumor tissues with the same genetic and biologic characteristics as the original patients).  
	

	Optional/General comments


	Some parts of the manuscript are far from being coherent in terms of meaning (e.g. the last sentence of the first paragraph of the introduction). In addition, there are spelling errors, and consecutive sentences that tell the same thing. Also, some sentences in the manuscript do not match the references from which they are claimed to have been taken (e.g. references 8 and 9). Another important point is that in the last paragraph of the headline “xenografts”, the protocol of the tumor dissociation kit suddenly began to be described. The same situations are repeated under the titles of “Flow cytometry”, “Lentiviral vectors” and “Crispr/Cas9 gene editing” and the method in the publication in question begins to be described. 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

Since the manuscript is a review, it does not contain any ethical problems in terms of content.
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