
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Biology and Nature

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JOBAN_15587

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	EXPRESSION OF N-GLYCANS IN BREAST CARCINOMA

	Type of the Article
	Research article / Short Communication/ Case Report / Case Study 



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 article addresses the issue of N-type glycan expression in breast cancer, an area that holds promise for the discovery of novel biomarkers and therapeutic targets. Using a lectin histochemistry approach, this study provides preliminary data on glycosylation changes associated with tumor progression, from benign fibroadenoma to undifferentiated ductal carcinoma. The findings, particularly the differential binding patterns of specific lectins, contribute to our understanding of the glycomic changes that occur during malignant transformation and may be useful in distinguishing between different histological grades.
	



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 study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title is neither vague nor irrelevant; but it both methodologically overstates the claim and understates the true scope of the study.
	

	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
	1. The most important finding of the study is missing from the abstract. 2. Half of the abstract goes into material that is not relevant to the study. 3. The numbers are incorrect. The abstract says “5 healthy tissue samples,” the methods say 10, and Table 2 actually says 4. 4. Standard elements are missing. 5. Typographical errors in the same few lines The abstract should be rewritten, not edited.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not suitable Alternative suggestion:Lectin histochemistry; invasive ductal carcinoma; fibroadenoma; fucosylation; concanavalin A; wheat germ agglutinin; glycosylation; breast neoplasms
	

	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
	The introduction is neither adequate nor well-organized 1. The introduction does not mention lectins at all 2. The two pivotal variables of the study are not introduced at all Fibroadenoma Tumor grade 3. No knowledge gap is raised and no hypothesis is formulated 4. The objective statement does not read with the actual study 5. The proportion of sections is out of order 6. Reference problems 7. Typographical errors What needs to be improved: The introduction should reduce about a third of the general explanation of glycan biochemistry and give the same space to three things—an introduction to lectin histochemistry and its history in breast tissue, a justification for the selection of these five lectins based on known glycan alterations in breast cancer, and an explanation of why fibroadenoma and tumor grade were included in the study design. The objective statement should then be rewritten to reflect all four groups and the exploratory nature of the work.
	

	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
	It has three flaws: 1. It omits two of the four groups. Normal tissue and fibroadenoma—half of the study design—are missing from the statement of purpose. 2. It fails to state the main thrust of the paper. The entire central claim is about the difference between grade II and grade III, but the word grade is not mentioned in the statement of purpose. 3. “Expression of N-glycans” is an overstatement. Hypothesis: Absent No hypothesis—either explicit or implicit—is stated in the paper. This is more than a typographical flaw, as it ties directly into the paper’s statistical problem: No research question The introduction never says what is unknown.
	

	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
	Structural problem: Literature is in the discussion, not in the introduction 2. Literature in the discussion is more of a list than an analysis 3. Key conflict with the literature remains unanswered 4. Timeliness: Mixed The glycobiology section is relatively up-to-date, but other sections are outdated: 5. No references to alternative methods 6. Reference errors as noted earlier
	

	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
	The methodology is sound in principle, but its implementation and reporting have serious flaws. 1. Specificity controls were implemented but not reported. 2. Inhibition of endogenous peroxidase was not performed. 3. Deparaffinization and epitope retrieval were not described. 4. Blocking order is reversed. 5. Scoring system is defined but not used. 6. Blinding and reliability of the assessor are lacking. Statistical flaws 7. Study is underpowered. 8. Multiple comparisons without correction. Five lectins × six pairwise comparisons = up to 30 tests, without Bonferroni or FDR correction. It is also not specified which comparisons were performed. 9. No exact p-values ​​were reported. 10. Conversion of data to binary mode discards information. 11. GraphPad InStat v3.00 is software from the late 1990s that has been discontinued for many years. Design and sampling flaws 12. The origin of the fibroadenoma samples is never stated. 13. The control group numbers are triplicate (5 in the abstract, 10 in the methods, 4 in the table) 14. The controls come from a different population. 15. There are no clinicopathological data. 16. Blood type and secretory status (FUT2) are not recorded. Ethical and transparency flaws 17. The ethics approval number and date are not stated. 18. The methods section numbering is disjointed.
	

	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
	What should be requested from authors: 1. Resolution number and date of approval by the UABJO Ethics Committee 2. Explanation of the ethical approval status for tissues obtained from IMSS 3. Explicit statement of informed consent — or documentation of waiver 4. Statement of sample anonymization 5. Addition of Acknowledgements, Funding, and Data availability sections None of these are signs of misconduct — most likely the work was done correctly and simply not reported. However, in its current state, the article does not meet ethical reporting requirements, and these are matters that need to be addressed before acceptance.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	What needs to be corrected: The contradiction between the text and the table should be resolved; the actual size of each group should be stated in the table column headings; accurate p-values ​​should be reported; the results of the control test should be presented; a scale bar and negative control panel should be added to the figures; and the textual narrative should be changed from a table recitation to a description of the patterns.
	

	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


	No tables or figures can be omitted—all are required. But Table 1 contains a scientific error that needs to be corrected, Table 2 is incomplete without mentioning n, and the figures lack scale, negative controls, and labeling. Duplicate images in Figure 3 and incorrect lectin naming indicate that the review article has not been finalized.
	

	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
	The reviewers have failed to use the literature critically. They have used the literature to bolster unsubstantiated claims and have not properly addressed inconsistencies between their results and previously published data. A proper review should first acknowledge that the findings are not statistically significant and then use the literature to present them as preliminary, hypothesis-building trends, not confirmed biological phenomena.
Four specific flaws worth mentioning in the referee report:
1. One of the cited sources directly contradicts the results and is ignored without explanation.
2. The closest reference to this work is cited for the wrong topic.
3. The only reference to fucosylation is in the opposite direction.
4. The fibroadenoma group has no references at all.
	

	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
	The statistical data clearly show that the observed differences are not significant. However, the paper's conclusion presents these non-significant differences as real changes in glycosylation and tumor progression. This is a serious scientific error.
The abstract's conclusion is clearly unwarranted.
Structural reasons that make conclusions unsupportable, independent of numbers
1. Inhibitory controls have no effect.
2. Bimodal scoring discards the article's own rating scale.
3. Conclusions for UEA-I and LTL are confounded by unmeasured blood type and secretor status.
4. Independent variable not validated.
	

	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
	It is not complete. Several other important limitations (such as lack of blood group control, lack of quantitative analysis, lack of consideration of molecular subtypes, and the effect of tissue fixation) are not mentioned. Furthermore, the most important problem is that the authors, despite mentioning the limitations, have ignored them in their final conclusions and used definitive terminology. A valid scientific discussion should apply the limitations in the interpretation of the findings and adjust the conclusions accordingly.
	

	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
	The reference list is quantitatively acceptable and thematically relevant, but has serious shortcomings in terms of quality and timeliness. The following improvements are recommended:
Add at least 10-15 more recent references from 2015 onwards.
Cite comprehensive review articles on glycosylation and breast cancer.
Revise the citation style so that it is consistent with the statistical results and presented as “primary hypotheses” rather than
A third of the reference list represents work that the study did not do. This is the problem with the discussion section that manifests itself at the level of references: the reference list reflects a literature review, not a comparison.
	

	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
	Recommendations for revision
1. A thorough language editing by a knowledgeable English-speaking editor (not just AI tools) is essential.
2. Rewrite the results section to remove repetitions and present information concisely and usefully.
3. Adjust the tone and vocabulary in the discussion and conclusions section to be consistent with the statistical results.
4. Break long sentences into shorter, more fluid sentences to increase clarity.
With these revisions, the paper can reach a language level acceptable for publication.
	




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.

	No
Lectin histochemistry of fucosylated and mannosylated glycan epitopes in normal breast tissue, fibroadenoma, and ductal carcinoma
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No, the current abstract is not comprehensive and has problems such as ambiguity in the number of samples, failure to mention statistical results, exaggerated conclusions and irregular structure.
Suggested correction:
Use the structured abstract suggested above, which is both more scientifically accurate and consistent with the reality of the data (no statistical significance). This will increase the transparency, credibility and impact of the article.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The paper is scientifically flawed and has fundamental flaws, mainly due to insufficient sample size, inconsistencies in the data, and most importantly, the inconsistency between definitive conclusions and statistically insignificant data. To bring the paper up to acceptable scientific standards, it needs a major overhaul of the design, analysis, and interpretation of the data. In its current form, the paper fails to scientifically substantiate its claims and would be more acceptable as a pilot study with hypothesis-building for future research.
	

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

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

	No. The number of references is not sufficient for a comprehensive research article and more than half of the references are old (more than 15 years old). Also, several key and up-to-date references in the field of glycosylation and breast cancer are missing from the list.
Suggested correction:
Increase the number of references to at least 50 references with an emphasis on references published in the last 5 years, especially studies that have used modern methods such as mass spectrometry and molecular analysis. This will increase the scientific credibility of the article and demonstrate the authors’ full awareness of the latest scientific achievements in this field.
	

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

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

	No, there are no obvious or serious ethical issues. However, there are a few ethical points that authors should consider:
Adding a reference to obtaining informed consent from patients and donors.
Claiming the ethics committee approval number for greater transparency.
Claiming how samples will be anonymized and privacy will be maintained.
Resolving discrepancies in the number of control samples to maintain data integrity.
With these minor improvements, the article will be in an ethically acceptable state.
	


Reviewer details:

Saeid Zibaei, Razi Vaccine and Serum Research Institute, Iran
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