


Review Form-1
	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Cancer and Tumor International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JCTI_155588

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Paget’s Disease of the Breast with Underlying Invasive Ductal Carcinoma in a 64-Year-Old Woman who Declined Treatment due to False Belief-Need for Increase Awareness: A Classic Case Report and Literature Review

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 underscores the critical need for heightened clinical awareness of Paget’s disease of the breast, particularly in resource-limited settings where diagnostic delays are common due to its resemblance to benign dermatoses. By documenting a case where the patient declined evidence-based treatment owing to a false belief system, the report highlights the intersection of clinical presentation, histopathological diagnosis, and sociocultural barriers to care. It reinforces the importance of prompt biopsy for persistent unilateral nipple-areolar lesions and contributes valuable insights into the challenges of managing breast malignancy in populations with limited access to specialized care. 
	






PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 The abstract covers key elements—introduction, case presentation, discussion, and conclusion—but lacks explicit mention of the literature review component referenced in the title.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 The manuscript does not explicitly state its objectives (e.g., to highlight diagnostic delay and barriers to care). This could be clarified if possible.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Ethical considerations such as patient consent are not explicitly mentioned. A statement regarding informed consent for publication should be added.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	        5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 Figure 1(a,b) is not very clear.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	         3 Limitations are not explicitly addressed. A case report could acknowledge the single-case nature, lack of follow-up, or the patient’s treatment refusal as limiting generalizability.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	        4 Minor grammatical and typographical errors are present (e.g., “pagétic,” “con sidered”).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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