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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
The presented case report is novel as it represents the first report of IML in extensor

pollicis brevis. However, some of my comments are: 1) the authors need to mention the

details (type and dose) of general anesthesia they have used during the surgery. 2)

Any adverse events during or after post surgery recovery process should be reported. 3)

Is there any infiltration of these lipoma cells to other body muscles/tissues/organs? Any

test done?
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
This case report is well structured overall, and it was found that it adds to current

knowledge. However, there are some shortcomings and questions. Abstract 1. It is

stated, “Recurrent IMLs, especially those with unclear boundaries, need complete

excision to differentiate it from sarcoma”. Please evaluate, is it correct that complete

excision aims to differentiate IMLs from sarcoma? 2. It says "Several cases if IML in the

hand have been reported" . It could be revised as "Several cases of IML in the hand have

been reported" 3. Keywords do not fully reflect the focus of the manuscript. Use simple

phrases rather than single words when necessary Introduction 1. It is stated,

“However, of all IMLs, 83% are infiltrative and 17% are well-defined, which is often

difficult to distinguish from surrounding tissues”. The idea in this sentence is not

conveyed clearly, and it seems that this sentence does not match the reference cited. 2.

The sentence explaining the MRI examination has been well-written but seems less

relevant to the previous sentence. Case Presentation 1. In the “History of present

illness” section, please confirm whether the lump recurs on the forearm or wrist. 2. The

content in the "Treatment" section does not match this subheading and is more

appropriate for describing outcomes. 3. Photos regarding follow-up after 5 years are

better presented in the manuscript


