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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 manuscript is significant because pediatric neuroendocrine tumors (NETs) are rare, and healthcare providers often lack familiarity with their unique presentation and management compared to adult cases. By documenting an incidental case in a 16-year-old, the report heightens awareness for pediatric surgeons who may unexpectedly encounter these tumors during routine appendectomies. It addresses a critical gap in medical literature where limited research exists for pediatric patients, and current clinical guidelines are often primarily derived from adult data. Furthermore, the manuscript provides a valuable overview of classification and up-to-date recommendations, which are essential for timely diagnosis and determining if more extensive surgical interventions, such as a hemicolectomy, are necessary.
	


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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent
	

	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 = Good
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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 = Needs Improvement
	

	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 = Excellent
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	


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.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	While the abstract provides a clear introduction to the topic and the specific case, it lacks the depth required to be considered fully comprehensive for a scientific report. A significant portion of the abstract is dedicated to general definitions and the etymology of "neuro" and "endocrine". This space could have been better utilised to summarise the specific findings and clinical recommendations found later in the manuscript. The abstract fails to mention critical details that are highly relevant to the scientific community, such as the tumor size (0.25 cm), the confirmation of tumor-free surgical margins, or the specific TNM-Classification (pT1, pNx, pMx, G1, local R0). The manuscript aims to provide "up-to-date recommendations" for healthcare providers and heighten awareness for pediatric surgeons regarding when extensive interventions like a hemicolectomy are necessary. However, none of these conclusions or surgical takeaways are summarised in the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
	


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



	
	Author’s Feedback

	This manuscript provides a scientifically sound and clinically relevant case report on a pediatric appendiceal neuroendocrine tumor (NET), a rare condition that is often an incidental finding during routine appendectomies. The study is particularly valuable because it addresses a significant research gap in pediatric-specific data and heightens awareness for pediatric surgeons who may lack familiarity with these tumors. The manuscript requires a thorough edit for grammatical accuracy and professional tone. There are significant spacing irregularities (e.g., "digestive process") and repetitive citation blocks in the Discussion that disrupt readability. The abstract spends excessive space on general etymology and lacks the specific clinical results (tumor size, TNM-staging) and conclusions that would make it comprehensive. The final keyword - "neuroendocrine neoplasms originate" - is a sentence fragment and should be replaced with a standard term. While the author identifies field-wide limitations, the manuscript lacks a discussion of its own specific limitations, such as the anecdotal nature of a single-case report and the duration of post-operative follow-up for the patient. This is a strong clinical report with high educational value. I recommend acceptance following minor to moderate revisions focused on linguistic clarity, abstract refinement, and formatting.

	


	PART  3: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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