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	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 provides valuable insights into the role of adjuvant radiotherapy in borderline-malignant phyllodes tumors, a rare and understudied subtype of breast cancer. It contributes to the ongoing debate regarding post-operative treatment strategies by offering robust retrospective data showing improved local recurrence-free survival with radiotherapy. Additionally, the study identifies key prognostic factors such as tumor size and pathological type, which can guide clinical decision-making. Its findings are particularly significant given the limited number of studies on this topic and the lack of consensus on standardized treatment protocols.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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 and includes key components: background, aim, methods, results, and conclusion. It effectively summarizes the major findings related to recurrence rates, LRFS, and OS.

Suggestions for Improvement:
Add a brief statement about the sample size and follow-up duration to give a clearer sense of the study's scope.

Include a sentence on the methodology used , e.g., retrospective cohort analysis, to clarify the design upfront.

Remove or condense repetitive statements in the conclusion section to improve readability and impact.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears scientifically correct. The methodology is clearly described, appropriate statistical tests were used, and the conclusions align with the data presented. The division of patients into two comparable groups and the use of Kaplan–Meier and log-rank tests for survival analysis further support the validity of the findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and include both foundational and recent studies. Most cited works are appropriately chosen to support the background and discussion. Several references are from the past five years, which shows awareness of current literature.
	

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


	The English quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication. Grammar, sentence structure, and terminology are mostly accurate. However, some minor improvements could enhance clarity and professionalism:

Suggestions:
Proofread for minor grammatical issues (e.g., missing articles, prepositions).

Use consistent verb tense throughout the manuscript.

Clarify ambiguous phrases or overly long sentences for better readability.
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