
ANSWERING REVIEWERS: 

• It would be useful for the authors to suggest in the discussion section that these biomarkers should be 

examined in both preclinical and clinical studies. Statement added and highlighted in yellow 

• Another point is that a table is needed for the readers to understand this beautiful editorial more quickly. 

My suggestion is that the 1st part of the table should be classical biomarkers and the 2nd part should be 

possible and/or trend biomarkers. In the table the authors can also give the advantages and disadvantages 

of older biomarkers (Example: not specific, but fast and cheap). Similarly, they can give advantages/

disadvantages for new biomarkers or potential biomarkers. For the advantages and disadvantages they are 

not sure about, they can put a ? sign in the table. Excellent suggestion, table added as per suggestion and 

uploaded with the manuscript. 

• The keywords in the abstract should be ranked alphabetically. Adjusted and verified 

• All abbreviations should be listed in the text, with the long form first. Verified and a list added on the fly page 

• The page ranges of the articles in the references are not consistent. For example, in some places it is written 

as 1540-1555, while in others it is written as 1540-55. Please correct this situation according to the journal's 

reference rule References double checked and adjusted according to journal’s rules, one reference duplicate removed. 

DOI added. 

• In addition, article selection preference and exclusion criteria should be written in the method section of 

the submitted study. The databases from which the scanned articles were selected can also be written. I did 

not understand this recommendation, not sure it is applicable in an editorial!


