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	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 is highly important to the scientific community as it documents an exceedingly rare and exceptionally aggressive subtype of cervical cancer: mixed adenocarcinoma with large-cell neuroendocrine carcinoma (MALCNEC). The case provides a critical, real-world illustration of the profound diagnostic challenges posed by such tumors, where an initial subtle presentation can rapidly progress to advanced disease within weeks, highlighting a potentially deceptive clinical course.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is technically suitable but not optimal. A title that incorporates the educational takeaway (e.g., deceptive presentation, diagnostic challenge, rapid progression) will be far more effective in conveying the manuscript's significance and attracting its intended audience.
	

	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 original abstract is a good summary but lacks the precision, structure, and salient details needed for a stand-alone, informative abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript reports on a genuine and important clinical case that deserves publication. However, in its current state, it is not scientifically correct due to the major data inconsistency (age) and incomplete methodological reporting (diagnostic workup).

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list has a core of relevant material but is insufficiently curated, contains outdated sources, and misses critical contemporary context. Addressing these issues is necessary to bring the manuscript up to the expected scholarly standard.
	

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


	The scientific content is valuable, but the presentation currently undermines it. The manuscript requires thorough language revision by a native or highly proficient English speaker familiar with medical terminology before it can be considered suitable for scholarly communication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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