

Response to Reviewer 2 Comments

Point 1: English needs some minor spell check.

Response 1: We appreciated your kind comments. We extensively revised our manuscript and sent the draft to professional editoring agency for language improvement. We hope the revised manuscript could fit the requirements in publication. Thank you.

Point 2: Table 1 must be on the same page. It’s very difficult to understand it.

Response 2: We are very sorry to notice the typography problem after the submission. We reset the table and added refferences column to the original table, and we carefully check the wholeness of the new table and figure.

Point 3: Consider including a graphical summary illustrating the cross-talk of CSCs among different CNS pediatric tumor types.

Response 3: We are very much grateful to your suggestion and we put a figure in summarizing multifunctions of CSCs by selected types of tumours of CNS in children in the revised manuscript.

Point 4: Consider including a section on CSCs-targeted CRISPR-Cas9/CAR-T and therapy for pediatric CNS cancer treatment.

Response 4: Thank you very much for your advice. We added a short content of CSC-targeted CRISPER-Cas9/CAR-T in section 4 in the revised manuscript, as there were limited results in clinical trials on CSCs-targeted CRISPR-Cas9/CAR-T therapy for pediatric CNS tumours.

Point 5: Consider including a brief description of the current status of oncolytic virotherapy for pediatric CNS cancer treatment.

Response 5: Thank you very much for your advice and we added the contents of CSC-targeted oncolytic virotherapy in section 4 in the revised manuscript.

Point 6: Although the authors have included a perspective section, I suggest including a brief description on current challenges in treating pediatric brain tumors CSC-associated.

Response 6: Thank you very much for your suggestion and we revised the last section according to your advice and the publication requirement from the journal, in changing the title “Perspectives” to “Conclusions”.
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