Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Annual Research & Review in Biology

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ARRB_139795

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Urine profiling as a source of biomarker in cancer detection: A system review.

	Type of the Article
	Review Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This research helps carry on the efforts to move cancer diagnosis towards a minimally invasive path, which is being able to diagnose much earlier, more aggressively, and more closely follow the treatment. Most importantly, present FDA-approved urinary tests, as well as the new molecular targets, are mentioned in the review, providing a basis of future translational studies and clinical confirmation.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The Current title is well and good. 
	

	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 of the article gives the general notion of the purpose of the manuscript-investigating the biomarkers of cancer with the help of urine samples-however, it is unclear, unstructured and lacks the completeness, in a number of ways. The major strengths, weaknesses, and areas of improvement are listed below:

Recommended Additions:

Beginning with a brief history of the significance of the non-invasive diagnostics will do. State the numbers of cancers or even researches included in the review (in case they do). Refer to the mentioned types of biomarkers (DNA, RNA, proteins, metabolites). Implications such as easy detection, minimised invasiveness, and improved monitoring are clearly indicated.

Delete:

When there are ambiguous statements, such as, Urine cells contain DNA, RNA, CtDNA, lncRNA, remove them (readable version). Eliminate any repetitions regarding the composition of urine unless they are directly related to the purpose of the study.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The research that is described in the manuscript is scientifically and timely important, focusing on urine biomarkers of cancer detection of more than one type of cancer and its diagnostic methods. It covers a great range by mentioning assays and molecular markers such as DNA, RNA, and proteins approved by the FDA. Nonetheless, the manuscript is poorly grammatic, bad phrasing, and in not consulted scientific clarity. Although the main concepts are correct, it is not done with any critical analysis, structure, and interpretation of data. The manuscript should be well edited concerning language, better scientific explanation and evidence-based discussion in order to make it fit into publication.

Overall the problem is quite significant scientifically, but it needs to be revised to make it clear, precise, and reputable scholarly work.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes Good. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Choosed topic is right and significant from the clinical perspective; it corresponds to the current interest in liquid biopsy and personalization to medical attention. Having a more polished language, structure, and revised references, the work has a great potential of being useful to scientists, clinical workers, and other people who are in general involved in the scientific world.
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