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	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 is a hospital based study focused on the PDL-1 expression in breast cancer which showed significant correlation with Her/Neu. Due to the growing importance of immunotherapy in cancer treatment, I believe that studies targeting checkpoint inhibitor molecules such as these are highly significant.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable.
	

	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 p value of the significancy should be added in the results section of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· In the introduction section there are some spelling mistakes. For ex. Before reference 6 “and induces Antigenic tolerance [6].” ‘antigenic’ should be written as lower case. The introduction section should be reviewed. 
· The PDL-1 has already determined as a marker for the breast cancers. What sets it apart from other studies? These should be explained with few sentences at the end of introduction. The aim of the study s not clear. 

· Table 2 summarizes all of the clinicopathological parameters however the percentages of the age, size of tumor…etc have been explained above. There is no need to present the results both in a table and as individual percentages in writing. The explanation of Table 2 can be summarized. The same information is being repeated.

· There are numbers on the left side of the figure 5.
· The fonts of the figures are different from the text.

· Some of the references in parentheses have been linked to the article but the others not. All of the references should be reviewed. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references should be more recent. There is only one reference with the year of 2024.
	

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


	The language is suitable however some sentences should be reviewed and revised.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This study could be valuable to publish however it has to be reviewed and the missing parts has to be revised. The aim of the study should be highlighted. 
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