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	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.


	The manuscript addresses an important and rapidly evolving area in oncologic surgery by reviewing the role of laser and plasma-based technologies for precision tumor ablation. Its significance lies in synthesizing the current state of knowledge regarding both established and emerging modalities, highlighting their mechanisms, clinical applications, and translational potential. By comparing these approaches with conventional surgical techniques, the paper emphasizes how such innovations may enhance oncological safety, minimize collateral tissue injury, and improve patient quality of life. Given the increasing demand for function-preserving and minimally invasive cancer treatments, this review is highly relevant for the scientific community and provides valuable direction for future clinical adoption and research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the manuscript is generally appropriate and informative, as it clearly reflects the core focus of the paper on precision tumor ablation using laser and plasma-based technologies in oncology. The inclusion of the phrase “A Narrative Review” is also useful in setting the reader’s expectations regarding the type of article. Furthermore, the wording “A New Era of Precision” is engaging and may attract readership by emphasizing the clinical relevance of the topic. However, to strengthen its academic tone, the authors may consider using more neutral terms such as “Advances” or “Recent Developments” instead of “A New Era.” Additionally, the title is relatively long, and a slightly more concise version could improve clarity and readability while maintaining accuracy. Overall, the title is suitable, but minor adjustments could enhance its precision and academic style.
	

	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 manuscript is comprehensive and well-structured. It provides a clear background by outlining the limitations of conventional oncologic surgery and the need for more precise approaches. The scope of the review is well defined, highlighting both laser- and plasma-based technologies, along with their mechanisms, clinical applications, and potential advantages. Importantly, the abstract also addresses limitations and future directions, such as the need for randomized controlled trials, standardization of protocols, and integration with emerging surgical technologies. These elements make the abstract informative and balanced, offering readers a concise overview of the article’s content and relevance.

That said, the abstract is somewhat dense and includes a high level of technical detail, which may overwhelm some readers. Streamlining the language and focusing on the most critical points (e.g., key advantages, challenges, and implications) could improve readability and impact. Additionally, the abstract could benefit from a clearer concluding statement that emphasizes its contribution to the scientific community and clinical practice.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and generally well supported by relevant literature. It provides a thorough overview of the fundamental principles, mechanisms of action, and clinical applications of both laser and plasma-based technologies in oncology. The discussion is balanced, highlighting not only the advantages of these modalities but also their limitations, such as cost, accessibility, and the lack of standardized protocols. The authors also appropriately point out the need for more robust evidence through randomized controlled trials and multicenter studies, which shows awareness of the current gaps in knowledge. The references cited are recent and relevant, including both clinical and preclinical studies, which strengthens the scientific validity of the review.

However, as this is a narrative review, it inherently carries a degree of subjectivity in article selection and interpretation. While the manuscript cites a range of studies, the methodology section could provide greater clarity regarding how studies were selected and whether inclusion/exclusion criteria were applied consistently. This would enhance transparency and reduce potential bias. Additionally, some statements in the discussion use assertive language (e.g., “represent a paradigm shift”), which could be tempered to maintain a more objective scientific tone.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally sufficient and cover a broad spectrum of studies relevant to laser and plasma-based technologies in oncology. They include both foundational works and more recent publications, with several references from the past five years (e.g., 2019–2023), which ensures the review incorporates current developments in the field. Importantly, the manuscript also cites clinical and preclinical studies, systematic reviews, and mechanistic investigations, providing a well-rounded evidence base. While the reference list is strong, a few areas could be strengthened further. For instance, additional recent randomized controlled trials or large-scale cohort studies—if available—would provide stronger clinical grounding, as many cited works are still preclinical or early-phase studies. Furthermore, since the field of cold atmospheric plasma (CAP) has seen significant growth in the last 3–4 years, including more up-to-date references from 2022–2024 could enhance the manuscript’s timeliness.

Overall, the references are sufficient and reasonably current, but incorporating more of the latest high-level evidence would improve the robustness and credibility of the review.
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is overall suitable for scholarly communication. The authors use formal academic English, with clear sentence structures and appropriate technical terminology for the field of oncology. The manuscript maintains a professional tone and demonstrates logical flow across sections, which makes it accessible to readers in the scientific community. However, there are areas where the language could be further refined to enhance clarity and readability. Some sentences are overly long and contain multiple ideas, which may reduce their impact and make comprehension more difficult for an international audience. In addition, certain phrases (e.g., “a new era” or “paradigm shift”) sound somewhat promotional and would benefit from more neutral academic wording. Minor grammatical adjustments, simplification of complex sentences, and consistency in terminology (e.g., alternating between “CAP” and “cold atmospheric plasma”) would also strengthen the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a well-structured and timely narrative review on the role of laser and plasma-based technologies in precision tumor ablation. It is comprehensive in scope, covering fundamental principles, mechanisms of action, clinical applications, and future perspectives, which makes it valuable for both researchers and clinicians in oncology. The inclusion of both established modalities (laser, APC) and emerging technologies (cold atmospheric plasma) provides a balanced overview of current practice and innovation. The strengths of the paper lie in its detailed synthesis of evidence, multidisciplinary perspective, and emphasis on clinical translation. Nevertheless, there are areas that could be improved to enhance the clarity and impact of the manuscript. The narrative review methodology would benefit from clearer description of study selection and inclusion criteria to ensure transparency and reproducibility. Some sections are dense and could be streamlined for readability, while the language in a few places is promotional and should be adjusted to a more neutral academic tone. The reference list is adequate, but adding more recent studies (particularly from 2022–2024) would further strengthen the paper’s relevance. With these refinements, the manuscript has strong potential to contribute significantly to the literature on emerging technologies in surgical oncology.
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