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histopathological examinations. 3. The literatures cited to compare with the present
study in the recent five years are few. The references are not up-to-date. 4. I find a
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MRI examination. 7. There is “Contrast-enhancement was detected in PCs of all 21
patients who had undergone contrast-enhanced MRI examination in results section, but

in discussion section, “all patients did not have contrast-enhanced imaging”.
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