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	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 manuscript delivers a timely and thorough overview of liquid biopsy as a game-changing tool in precision oncology. It brings together the biological basics, technological platforms, clinical uses, benefits, limitations, and future possibilities of analyzing crucial biomarkers like ctDNA, CTCs, circulating RNA, extracellular vesicles, and tumor-educated platelets (TEPs). Its value to the scientific community is in providing an accessible, up-to-date educational resource that connects foundational knowledge with new applications. It helps researchers, clinicians, and trainees grasp how liquid biopsy addresses major gaps in traditional diagnostics—such as tumor heterogeneity, real-time monitoring, and detecting minimal residual disease. At the same time, it points out ongoing challenges, like standardization and sensitivity, that need to be tackled for wider acceptance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Sure, the title "From Blood to Biomarkers: Liquid Biopsy as a Tool in Precision Oncology" fits well. It's catchy, descriptive, and clearly highlights the shift from traditional invasive techniques to biomarker-based liquid biopsies in precision oncology. Plus, it nicely emphasizes the minimally invasive aspect and its importance in clinical settings.
	

	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, well-structured, and covers the core elements: biological basis, key biomarkers, technologies, clinical applications, advantages, challenges, and transformative potential. It is concise yet informative, with strong keywords.

Suggestions:

Addition: Briefly mention emerging integrations like multi-omics approaches, AI/machine learning for data interpretation, and recent advances in ultra-sensitive ctDNA detection (e.g., fragmentomics or methylation profiling) to reflect the field's rapid evolution in 2024–2025. A short phrase like "Recent integrations with multi-omics and AI enhance accuracy for early detection and resistance monitoring" would strengthen currency without lengthening excessively.

Deletion/Trimming: Minor redundancy exists (e.g., "minimally invasive" and "dynamic" are repeated); condense slightly for flow. No major deletions needed.

Overall, these tweaks would make it even more aligned with current literature trends.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Sure, the manuscript is mostly spot-on in terms of scientific accuracy. It correctly explains the biology of biomarkers, like ctDNA from cell death, CTCs' role in EMT, EVs in cell communication, and RNA changes in TEPs. It also covers technologies, such as ddPCR and NGS for ctDNA, and methods like CellSearch and microfluidics for CTCs. Plus, it goes over clinical uses like detecting MRD and resistance. The strengths include capturing heterogeneity and real-time monitoring, while the downsides involve low abundance and the need for standardization. The claims are well-supported by citations and align with current oncology knowledge. However, a few sections, such as those on TEPs, lean on older references from 2015–2019. While these are foundational, it's important to note that TEPs aren't as widely used in clinics as ctDNA or CTCs yet, as research continues without any major breakthroughs making them routine. No factual errors were found.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references (n ≈ 28) are sufficient for a review of this scope, covering key foundational works (e.g., Hanahan & Weinberg 2011, Best et al. 2015) and more recent ones up to 2024 (e.g., Ge et al. 2024, Lone et al. 2022). They support major points adequately. However, given the field's rapid pace (e.g., 2024–2025 peaks in publications, PATHFINDER 2 results showing improved MCED performance, advances in AI-enhanced ctDNA, nanoparticle-assisted methods), the list could benefit from 3–5 more recent additions for currency:

Borea et al. (2025). Cancer in a drop: Advances in liquid biopsy in 2024. Crit Rev Oncol Hematol. (Highlights 2024 publication surge and precision medicine role.)

Nabavizadeh et al. (2025). Safety and Performance of a Multi-Cancer Early Detection (MCED) Test... PATHFINDER 2. (Registrational data on Galleri MCED, improved PPV/sensitivity.)

Recent TEPs review: Zaki-Dizaji et al. (2025). Tumor-educated platelet, a potential liquid biopsy biosource in pancreatic cancer. Pathol Res Pract. (Updates TEP potential.)

Nature Medicine review on liquid biopsies across cancer care continuum (2025).

AI-enhanced liquid biopsy review (2025) in lung cancer or general precision oncology.

Adding these would strengthen sections on future perspectives, early detection, and challenges.
	

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


	The language is generally fit for scholarly publication—it's clear, formal, and precise, using the right scientific terms. However, there are some minor issues. You'll find occasional grammatical errors and awkward phrasing, like "Zhenget ala 2019" instead of "Zheng et al., 2019," and "cnduct" instead of "conduct." There's also inconsistent capitalization, such as in "One of the key components" within a sentence, and typos like "tumoreducated" instead of "tumor-educated." Some phrases, like "minimally invasive," are overused. Plus, reference formatting isn't entirely consistent, with slight variations in DOIs and journal styles. With some proofreading and standardization, particularly in adhering to a consistent style like Vancouver, it would reach high scholarly standards.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, the manuscript itself does not present or discuss any ethical issues inherent to its content, methodology, or conclusions.
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