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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 addresses an important and timely topic in oncology: the translational gap between spatial transcriptomics discoveries and their clinical implementation. The concept of a “compression-to-clinic” paradigm is particularly valuable, as it reframes high-dimensional spatial-omics data into actionable, minimal biomarker panels suitable for routine pathology workflows. By emphasizing feasibility, reproducibility, validation, and regulatory alignment, the manuscript provides a practical roadmap for integrating spatial tumor microenvironment insights into real-world diagnostics. The work contributes meaningfully to the scientific community by bridging technological innovation with clinical applicability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate, informative, and accurately reflects the scope of the manuscript. It clearly communicates both the technological foundation (spatial transcriptomics) and the translational objective (clinic-ready diagnostic panels).

No modification is required.


	

	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 generally comprehensive and aligned with the manuscript content. However, the following minor improvements are suggested:

· Include one or two sentences explicitly defining the “compression-to-clinic” framework for clarity.

· Briefly mention implementation considerations (e.g., cost, FFPE compatibility, regulatory validation) to reflect the translational emphasis.

· Add a concise statement highlighting clinical scenarios of maximum impact (e.g., indeterminate lesions, early-stage disease).

These additions would strengthen the translational clarity of the abstract.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and well-structured. The arguments are logically developed, and the framework is conceptually coherent. The discussion of validation, reproducibility, regulatory alignment, and implementation feasibility demonstrates strong awareness of clinical translation requirements.

However, the following improvements are suggested:

· Provide a schematic figure summarizing the compression-to-clinic workflow.

· Include a brief comparative table contrasting discovery-phase spatial omics vs. compressed diagnostic panels.

· Add more explicit discussion on quantitative performance metrics (e.g., sensitivity, specificity, AUC benchmarking).

· Clarify whether this framework has been piloted in any specific tumor types or remains conceptual.

These additions would enhance practical clarity.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are extensive, up-to-date (2023–2026), and relevant. The manuscript demonstrates strong engagement with recent spatial-omics, AI, digital pathology, and regulatory literature.

However, there are instances of repeated citations (e.g., multiple entries labeled a/b/c/d for the same publication). The reference list should be carefully checked to remove duplications and ensure formatting consistency.

Overall, the literature coverage is strong and appropriate.


	

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


	Yes. The manuscript is well-written, clear, and academically appropriate. The tone is professional and consistent with scholarly standards.

Minor grammatical polishing may be performed during copyediting, but no major language revision is required.


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript is conceptual rather than experimental; clearly labeling it as a narrative or conceptual review may improve positioning.

· A visual summary figure would significantly improve readability.

· A short section discussing limitations of the compression approach (e.g., risk of oversimplification) would strengthen balance.

· Consider adding a future directions subsection addressing AI-assisted panel optimization.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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