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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This is a well-structured, adequately documented and clearly written case report 

concerning treatment of pretibial myxedema with two different drug regimens. The 

authors refer to it as a self-controlled study, supposedly because if there were differences 
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in effectiveness between these treatments, they would appear in the comparison 

between the two legs of the patient. This assumption requires, however, that the two 

legs of the patient were in identical condition before the two distinct treatments were 

started; it also requires that the effect of both treatments was entirely local, i. e., restricted 

to each limb in every respect.  The first condition is very difficult to demonstrate; the 

second, as the authors themselves recognize, is not assured. Therefore, the idea that the 

study is self-controlled in any respect is open to challenge. Nevertheless, the merit of the 

study does not lie in fulfilling this criterion (which is not really helpful when one has 

only one patient), but in conducting a detailed analysis of multiple parameters and 

reporting on findings that suggest the alternative possibility that indeed these two 

treatment regimens are not independent of each other, but may actually interact. In their 

study, the ointment was roughly comparable in effectiveness to the multiple 

intralesional injections of glucocorticoids. This departs from reports from previous 

studies, that showed faster therapeutic responses with injected glucocorticoid than with 

topical glucocorticoid. It is possible that some of the benefit observed with topical 

glucocorticoid in this case is related to an interaction between the two treatments, that 

increases the topical glucocorticoid effectiveness. If so, an initial course of intralesional 

injection accompanied by topical glucocorticoid may represent an attractive modification 

of current approaches, because the injections are painful, require lidocaine 

administration to be acceptable, and many injections are performed, all of these being 

likely to discourage patients from this treatment. I understand the data shown are 

insufficient to support this hypothesis, but I nevertheless feel this should be discussed by 

the authors in order to improve the usefulness of their contribution.??  
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The manuscript is a clear description of a case of Pretibial myxedema. The manuscript is 

easy to follow and the figures of acceptable quality therefore this case study can be 

useful for specialist clinicians in this area.  Minor comments  Authors might want to 
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consider commenting on whether there was any relapse observed after the end of the 

treatment in the right or the left extremity. 
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