
	Journal Name:
	Journal of International Research in Medical and Pharmaceutical Sciences

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JIRMEPS_14059

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	NEXT-GENERATION CANCER MODELS: 3D BIOPRINTING FOR PRECISION ONCOLOGY RESEARCH

	Type of the Article
	Review Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	The topic is highly relevant and addresses rapidly developing areas of bioprinting, tumor-on-chip systems, and precision oncology. In addition, this manuscript summarizes a number of emerging technologies with the potential to transform drug discovery, preclinical testing, and personalized cancer therapy.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but it sounds overly broad.
Suggestion: Next-Generation Cancer Models: Integrating 3D Bioprinting and Organ-on-Chip Systems for Precision Oncology
	

	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. However, one sentence on challenges, and one sentence on clinical translation relevance can be added.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Scientifically informative, but lack of critical comparative analysis of the technologies. 
Lack of discussion of methodological limitations, like reproducibility of bioprinting protocols, batch variability in dECM bioinks, and problems with long-term perfusion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are inconsistencies in reference list. It can be noticed that references 104-106 demonstrated three different style for citation.
References are vast but many citations are outdated (2010–2016); a few citations are present for the years 2020-2025.
	

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


	English quality is acceptable but needs polishing. Several long sentences should be broken for clarity. Minor grammatical errors and inconsistent spacing appear throughout.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Introduction is too general and lengthy; it should more sharply define the review’s scope.
2. The literature context is good, but novelty and the review's rationale are missing. Apart from that several hallmark-of-cancer references are repeated without added value.
3. Advanced 3D Tumor Model: This section lacks critical comparison among spheroids, organoids, and bioprinted structures.
4. Next-Gen Organotypic Models: Discussion on limitations of dECM variability is missing.
5. Design Considerations: Rheological properties are described in excessive technical detail without correlating to cancer applications.
6. 3D Tumor Masses and Patient Personalization: This section lacks limitation section (like failure rates of biopsies, heterogeneity in bioink quality, variability in clinical sample availability).
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NA
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