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01 “The sample size was calculated using G power analysis (alpha error: 0.05, power: 

90%); the minimum number of patients was thus defined as 31.” I don’t even know how 

could the authors possibly get “31” only with power and alpha. A power of 80% and 

alpha of 5% are usually common parameters to use in a power analysis. It is not possible 

to perform any power analysis only with these two components. Any power analysis has 

at least three components, the two already mentioned, and a third one, being either 

effect size, mean difference (for continuous variables), or incidence difference (for 

dichotomous variables). There is still need for values, coming from results of a previous 

study (or a pilot study), for which the authors need to be based on in order to perform a 

power analysis for their study. Therefore, nothing was really done, and “31” here is an 

imaginary baseless number.  02 “In our study, we investigated histopathological results 

of type 2 dynamic curves obtained from dynamic contrast magnetic resonance imaging, 

which plays a critical role in the evaluation of breast lesions. We found that the type 2 

dynamic curve had a sensitivity of 40.2% and a specificity of 73.4% in predicting 

malignancy. Additionally, we found that combining type 2 dynamic curve with 

morphological findings increased sensitivity and specificity.” According to the authors, 

this paragraph was added to the Discussion section in order to add more discussion to 

the manuscript. But this paragraph is nothing less than a pure repetition of the Results.  
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reported in the literature, but the sensitivity and specificity rates were similar. This could 
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As supported by our findings and the literature, the type 2 dynamic curve indicates an 

increased risk of malignant lesions.” Supported by which literature? Where are the 

references? “This could be due to the small number of patients in our study” How can a 
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small number of patients in the study possibly cause this? I thought that the authors had 

done a power analysis, and then this is contradictory. But the authors did not actually do 

any power analysis (see may first comment here).  04 The Discussion is still without 

discussion. Try the explain the reasons for your findings based on the literature. The 

only thing the authors have done was to add more description of the results to the 

Discussion, without a discussion per se. 

 


