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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 
This is a good case report. intra-abdominal ectopic Bronchogenic cyst is rare and difficult 

to diagnose preoperatively. It is easy to be misdiagnosed and missed. It should be 

considered in the diagnosis of cystic masses in abdomen. This case report provides us 

with some experience in diagnosis and treatment. 
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Section is appropriate. 6 Results. Are the research objectives achieved by the experiments 

used in this study? What are the contributions that the study has made for research 
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organized and presented? Is the style, language and grammar accurate and appropriate? 
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Authors should have prepared their manuscripts according to manuscript type and the 
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writing comments include the following three features: First, what are the original 

findings of this manuscript? What are the new hypotheses that this study proposed? 

What are the new phenomena that were found through experiments in this study? What 

are the hypotheses that were confirmed through experiments in this study? Second, 

what are the quality and importance of this manuscript? What are the new findings of 

this study? What are the new concepts that this study proposes? What are the new 

methods that this study proposed? Do the conclusions appropriately summarize the 

data that this study provided? What are the unique insights that this study presented? 

What are the key problems in this field that this study has solved? Third, what are the 

limitations of the study and its findings? What are the future directions of the topic 

described in this manuscript? What are the questions/issues that remain to be solved? 

What are the questions that this study prompts for the authors to do next? How might 

this publication impact basic science and/or clinical practice? Answer: The answers to 

these 3 groups of questions are summarized below: This manuscript corresponds to the 

report of a rare and interesting clinical case, well presented, with very adequate evidence 

of the pathology presented by the patient. 

 


