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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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 case report carries significant scientific value for the radiological and gynaecological community. It elegantly documents a rare but clinically critical diagnostic pitfall: an exaggerated placental site (EPS) presenting with all hallmark multimodality imaging features of gestational trophoblastic neoplasia (GTN), including deep myometrial infiltration, prominent flow voids, intralesional haemorrhage, and intense heterogeneous post-contrast enhancement on MRI and CT. The manuscript reinforces the indispensable role of histopathological examination as the definitive gold standard, since even state-of-the-art imaging cannot reliably distinguish benign physiological trophoblastic invasion from malignant neoplastic invasion. Publication of this case will alert clinicians and radiologists to include EPS in the differential diagnosis of highly vascular uterine masses, thereby preventing potentially harmful and unnecessary oncological interventions such as systemic chemotherapy in a benign, self-limiting condition.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

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

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The title is specific, informative and accurately reflects the content. It clearly communicates both the clinical mimicry and the multimodality imaging approach. No change recommended.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract is structured appropriately with Background, Case Presentation, and Conclusion subsections. The clinical context, imaging findings, pathological outcome, and key conclusion are all clearly communicated in a concise manner.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The clinical data, radiological descriptions, and histopathological correlation are scientifically accurate and consistent with established literature on EPS and GTN. The discussion correctly differentiates EPS from PSTT, invasive mole, choriocarcinoma, PSN, and ETT based on established pathological criteria.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. While the six references cited are relevant, the reference list is insufficient in number and lacks recency. Only one reference (Wijesinghe, 2025) is from the last 5 years. Several highly cited contemporary studies on EPS and multimodality imaging of GTN are missing. The authors should include at least 8-12 references, with a minimum of 4-5 published within the last 5 years.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	YES. Informed patient consent for case publication and use of clinical images is not explicitly mentioned in the manuscript. The authors must add a statement confirming that written informed consent was obtained from the patient for publication of this case report and accompanying images. Additionally, a statement regarding Institutional Ethics Committee (IEC) exemption or approval for case report publication should be included.
	



PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

[bookmark: _GoBack]This is a well-written and clinically meaningful case report that addresses a recognised diagnostic challenge in gynaecological imaging. The case is genuine and the multimodality imaging data are well presented. The manuscript is suitable for publication in JAMMR after minor revisions. Major concerns for the editor: (1) The reference list must be expanded with more recent citations; (2) Patient informed consent and ethics committee statements must be explicitly included; (3) The 'Type of Article' listed in the form header reads 'Research Article' but this is a Case Report -- this should be corrected in the submission system; (4) The discussion section contains an internal reference to a named patient ('Rashmita Behera') which appears to be an editorial oversight from an earlier draft and must be removed before publication to protect patient confidentiality.
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