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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 presents a comprehensive review of zebrafish (Danio rerio) as a model for cancer research, emphasizing its advantages over traditional mammalian models. Zebrafish offer unique benefits, including high genetic similarity to humans, transparency for real-time imaging, and cost-effectiveness, making them an attractive platform for studying cancer biology and drug discovery. The review highlights transgenic, xenograft, and chemically induced cancer models in zebrafish, demonstrating their value in investigating tumor development, drug resistance, and personalized medicine. With the increasing need for alternative models in oncology, this manuscript contributes significantly to the advancement of zebrafish-based cancer research, bridging the gap between preclinical studies and translational medicine.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, "ZEBRAFISH: A VERSATILE AND EFFICIENT ANIMAL MODEL FOR CANCER RESEARCH", is appropriate and descriptive
	

	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 well-structured and provides a good summary of the manuscript. However, some refinements could improve clarity and completeness:

· Clearly mention the research gap that zebrafish models address in cancer research.

· Include quantitative data (e.g., zebrafish share ~70% of human genes; provide examples of key oncogenes studied).

· Conclude with a stronger statement on future potential and clinical relevance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, but some areas need clarification and additional citations:

· Drug metabolism and immune system limitations – The text mentions differences in drug metabolism and immune development in larvae, but it should also highlight how adult zebrafish overcome some of these issues.

· Zebrafish as a personalized medicine tool – The section on patient-derived xenografts (PDX) is promising but could be expanded with examples of successful preclinical trials using zebrafish.

· Mechanistic pathways – The discussion on Wnt, PI3K/AKT, and MAPK pathways is informative but would benefit from a simplified diagram to illustrate their role in cancer progression.

· Suggestion: Consider adding a figure summarizing zebrafish cancer models and their corresponding human cancer applications.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and recent, covering key studies on zebrafish in cancer research. However, some inconsistencies in formatting are observed (e.g., some references use journal abbreviations, while others spell out full names).
	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are adequate for scholarly communication but require refinement for clarity, readability, and professionalism.
Some terms are inconsistently used (e.g., "tumor" vs. "tumour").

Some sentences are too conversational and should be more formal. Example:

"A zebrafish has completely transformed the area of anticancer research."

Suggested revision: "Zebrafish have significantly advanced anticancer research by providing a versatile in vivo model."
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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