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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 
This review summarized current biomarkers, images, and multimodality screening strategies in the 
detection of ovarian cancer at an early-stage. This information is very helpful to physicians and 
scientists who are performing basic and translational research. Several minor concerns need to be 
addressed: 1. Line 105-106:  “1 in 70 women in the United States will develop ovarian cancer……” , 
is it correct? 2. Line 301: “abnormal adnexal pathology” should be “abnormal adnexal morphology”. 
3. Lines 312-316: Ultrasound screening does not increase five-year survival by itself. Instead, the 
benefit of ultrasound screening should be finding ovarian cancer in early stage. Authors should make 
it clear in the manuscript, not only citing the data. 4. After reviewing several studies regarding 
multimodality screening, authors should give their own opinions.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 
The manuscript is a comprehensive review dealing with the different imaging methodologies and 
multimodality screening strategies and biomarkers that are currently used and/or tested to detect 
early stage ovarian cancer. The senior author has published on this topic before.  The current  
manuscript is well written and present a up-to-date and timely overview of the topic. Changes are 
coming due to the advent of the “omics approaches” which will undoubtedly yield novel putative 
biomarkers. Importantly the manuscript outlines the various steps that need to be taken to develop 
biomarkers from the preclinical exploratory phase to the clinic in order to come up with useful and 
reliable biomarkers.     Major Comments 1. Line 331 – 334 – The percentages given here in the text 
do not match with the percentages listed in Table 2. Please check. Also reference 89 is not included in 
Table 2. 2. Line 339 – 342 – The text shows percentages on sensitivity and specificity for ROMA vs 
LR2. However in Table 2 the percentages are listed the other way around. Please check carefully and 
correct.   Minor comments 1. Line 122 – caner should be cancer 2. Line 347 – Note that Table 2 refers 
to more references than 44-52. Please correct. 3. Line 434 – sited should be cited 


