Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Advances in Medicine and Medical Research 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JAMMR_135770

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Neuroendocrine Carcinoma Presenting as Liver Abscess

	Type of the Article
	Case report


	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.


	This manuscript addresses a critical area in oncology by reviewing the role of HER2 in breast cancer diagnosis and treatment. HER2-targeted therapies have transformed the prognosis of many breast cancer patients, and an updated narrative review on this topic provides valuable insights for both clinicians and researchers. By synthesizing current knowledge, the manuscript helps clarify therapeutic mechanisms and emerging trends, which are essential for guiding future clinical applications and research directions. Therefore, this work has potential importance in contributing to improved patient outcomes and advancing the understanding of HER2-related molecular oncology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and concise
	

	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 presents a general overview of the topic but lacks several critical elements that are typically expected in a scientific review. It does not fully adhere to the IMRaD structure (Introduction, Methods, Results, and Discussion/Conclusion), particularly in the methods and results components.
Suggestion:
1. Add Methodological Details

2. Clarify the Results; include key findings or insights derived from the literature review

3. Provide a more actionable or informative conclusion emphasizing the significance and future directions
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically accurate in its discussion of HER2 in breast cancer, but there are important caveats and areas needing clarification or improvement to meet high scientific standards:
1. Phrases like “HER2 as a potential biomarker” are misleading. HER2 is already a validated and widely used biomarker—it is not merely "potential".

2. Many sections are descriptive rather than analytical or critical. For a review article, there should be evaluation of conflicting evidence, limitations of current therapies, and discussion of emerging research.

3. Some claims lack references or rely on outdated studies. Ensure each scientific statement is supported by recent (past 5 years) and reputable sources.

4. The manuscript lacks synthesis or meta-level analysis (e.g., tabulated comparison of therapies, summary of clinical trial outcomes), which is expected in a review paper
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cover foundational concepts related to HER2, breast cancer, and targeted therapies.Some essential studies and classical papers are cited, which is appropriate for background explanation.
	

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


	No, it needs significant revision.

Recommendation: A comprehensive English language edit is strongly advised, preferably by:

A professional academic editor, or native English speaker with a background in biomedical sciences.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript has been revised accordingly, including improvements in the abstract structure, clarification of the research gap in the introduction, detailed methodology of article selection for the review, and a more critical discussion in the results section. The references have also been updated with more recent and relevant sources. Furthermore, the language of the manuscript has been thoroughly edited to enhance clarity and academic tone.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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