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the manuscript and highlight that part in the
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Compulsory REVISION comments

1.

5.

6.

Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide

additional suggestions/comments)

It is an article that goes to the comments section or opinion article.

1.- The abstract must be clearer and have 250 words.

2.-The introduction must contain the problematization of the subject to be discussed
in a clear and concise manner, with current bibliographical citations.

3.-In the development of the article there is zero clarity regarding the topic of: Cancer
Moonshot to Inspire Hope for Desperate Terminal Cancer Patients, which is the topic
on which much of the article is based, there are no bibliographical citations, much
less a plan clear ideology around this program.

4.-Conclusions; They must be prospective and substantiated.

5.-Sufficient bibliography.
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Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?
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