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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 provides a comprehensive and clinically relevant overview of established and emerging poor prognostic markers in breast cancer, bringing together dispersed evidence into a single, accessible resource for oncology practitioners.

also highlights areas requiring further research and validation, thereby guiding future investigations in precision oncology.

	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

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

The title, A Directory of Poor Prognostic Markers of Breast Cancer for the Oncology Practice , is generally clear and reflects the manuscript  focus on prognostic markers relevant to clinical oncology practice. It effectively conveys the subject matter and target audience.
replacing Directory with terms such as (Comprehensive Review ) (Overview)  more clear  and aligned with standards of  scientific terminology.


	

	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
	Score 4 

The abstract in general comprehensive and provides It effectively introduces the importance of prognostic markers in breast cancer and summarizes the key themes addressed in the review. To be   more strengthened by clearly highlighting the main findings and its specific implications for clinical practice and future research,  Advising  Minor revisions to improve structure to enhance its effectiveness.
	

	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

no clear key words after abstract added
	

	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
	Score 3 

The background successfully highlights the global burden, high morbidity, and heterogeneity of breast cancer, establishing why prognostic markers are vital for oncology practice
Recondition

shift the structural descriptions of the tables into a "Methods" section, remove or better integrate the isolated mention of the MRS/SVM model, and tighten paragraph transitions to improve narrative flow.


	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

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

Some Confusion Between Study Goals and Methodological Descriptions

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

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

The literature chosen focuses heavily on critical, well-established biological markers (like CEA, CA 15-3, HER2, and triple-negative status) that are directly tied to breast cancer recurrence, metastasis, and poor survival rates.

Rather than limiting the review strictly to molecular biology, the discussion integrates broader epidemiological literature. Including papers that link poor prognosis to socioeconomic disparities, late-stage presentation, and ethnic variations makes the review holistically relevant to oncology world.

the review reads more like a collection of observations rather than a synthesized analysis.


	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

Lack of Recent Literature Context
the text does not bridge the gap between classic markers and modern genomic assays (such as Oncotype DX or MammaPrint) or current targeted immunotherapy biomarkers, which are highly relevant to contemporary breast cancer prognosis.

	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

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

 No Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria: Why were certain markers included while others were left out? The text fails to provide these criteria, leaving the data selection process looking arbitrary.

As noted in the background evaluation, the only text resembling a method describes the visual layout of the tables (what information is placed in the left, middle, and right columns). Describing the visual formatting of a data table does not constitute a scientific literature search methodology.


	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

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

The manuscript currently uses the literature to describe a known problem  and the existence of over 200 tumor markers and the presence of socioeconomic disparities , rather than critically analyzing why these discrepancies exist. It acts more like a list of facts than a critical analysis .

	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

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

The manuscript successfully identifies a major present research gap: the existence of an overwhelming, scattered, and often contradictory volume of breast cancer prognostic markers (over 200) that creates immense clinical confusion. It also correctly highlights the gap in integrating clinical/biological data with socioeconomic and demographic factors.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

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

Because the provided text primarily represents the introduction and background framework, a formal conclusion section is missing
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

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

there is no mention, section, or paragraph dedicated to discussing the limitations of the study.
The paper groups various studies together, but it does not account for the fact that the underlying literature uses different technologies and patient sample size 
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	Score 4 
Citing foundational bodies like the American Cancer Society and foundational clinical studies ensures that the epidemiological data is highly accurate and authoritative.
	

	14. 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
	Score 3

Overuse of Repetitive  Informal Transitions.

some sentences misleads the reader into expecting a biological or clinical process when the text is actually describing structural formatting.
	


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.
	Score 2

The title should reflect the synthesis of clinical and demographic elements.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Score 3

The abstract structural flow should be  : Background  - Objective  - Methods  - Results  then Conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Score 3

In scientific publishing, introducing a methodology or model without showing how it functions or analysing its outputs is considered a flaw in scientific integrity and logic.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Score 3

the reference quality is good (relying on authentic sources like the American Cancer Society), it lacks temporal balance with other references and current updated studies 
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	Score NA

this manuscript operates as a literature-driven framework, narrative review, or secondary data synthesis, it does not involve active human clinical trials, animal testing, or the collection of identifiable private patient data.
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Hekmet Bugrein, Qatar
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