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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 provides a comprehensive review of the emerging field of cancer mechanobiology, examining how mechanical forces within the tumor microenvironment (TME) regulate tumor progression, metastasis, and therapeutic resistance. The authors systematically address the role of extracellular matrix (ECM) stiffness, mechanical compression, shear stress, and tissue tension in modulating cancer cell behavior through various mechanotransduction pathways.


	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating Scale =2
Changing title to 

Biomechanical Regulation of Cancer Progression and Therapeutic Resistance: A Comprehensive Review of Mechanotransduction Pathways and Clinical Implications
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The abstract was =3 , but may be needed to focusing in more sentences on the complication of tumor progression 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The key words was good=3
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The background needed to clarify 
The connection between mechanical stress and genomic instability (via ROS and inflammation) is briefly mentioned but warrants a dedicated paragraph or citation to recent mechanistic studies.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating scale= 3 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Some changing It must be conducted included:
1. Add a table comparing mechanical properties (stiffness, IFP, solid stress) across different cancer types (breast, pancreatic, lung, glioblastoma). This would significantly enhance clinical utility.

2. Clinical trials section: Dedicate a subsection to ongoing clinical trials targeting mechanotransduction pathways. Examples include:

   - FAK inhibitors (defactinib, GSK2256098)

   - YAP/TAZ inhibitors (verteporfin, CA3)

   - ECM-modifying agents (PEGPH20, losartan)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good 3
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The discussion of computational modeling and AI (last paragraph) is promising but unclear. Provide specific examples of machine learning applications in mechanobiology.


	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The current conclusion (one paragraph) is too brief for a review of this scope. Include:

   - Summary of key unanswered questions

   - Specific recommendations for future research priorities

   - Timeline expectations for clinical translation
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	Verify formatting consistency. Some DOIs are missing (e.g., Mano 2025 Asian Oncology Research Journal).
The manuscript references `media/image1.png` but the figure is not embedded in the provided text. Ensure high-resolution, publication-quality figures.

Current (2023-2026) and well-selected, including seminal older papers
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Changing title to 

Biomechanical Regulation of Cancer Progression and Therapeutic Resistance: A Comprehensive Review of Mechanotransduction Pathways and Clinical Implications
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Verify formatting consistency. Some DOIs are missing (e.g., Mano 2025 Asian Oncology Research Journal).

The manuscript references `media/image1.png` but the figure is not embedded in the provided text. Ensure high-resolution, publication-quality figures.

Current (2023-2026) and well-selected, including seminal older papers
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	The research does not need for ethics  because the research is a review and compilation of information.
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