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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
The manuscript is a case report about a rare diagnosis and that has not well defined

treatment algorithm. In this case with radiotherapy a complete response has ben

achieved and has a good followup period. :nd can be published with minor revisions.

These are- 1. MALT abbreviation has been used for - Mucosa-associated lymphoid

tissue (MALT) - mucosa-associated lymphoid tissue and marginal zone lymphoma

(MALT) - extranodal marginal zone lymphoma of the mucosa-associated lymphoid

tissue (MALT) This abbreviation must be unique and must be given only in the first

time. 2. BALT and CTVB abbreviations has to be given only in the first use and then

must be written as abbreviation 3. As can be understood from Figure 5 D the case has

been followed up for 3.5 years, but in the main manuscript we cannot find this

knowledge. Please I offer to add this to the case presentation- outcome and follow-up

section too. 4. In discussion “Theodore Girinsky, M.D., 10 patients were treated using

small radiation doses (2*2 Gy) delivered exclusively to tumor sites. The median

follow-up was 56 months. All patients are now alive with no local progression. The

five-year progression-free survival rate was 87.5% (6 CR, 4 PR).” This part has no

reference at the end. I think it is the 21. Ref and if so then the references must be

replaced to a new order. 5. In Table 1. “Table 1. This is a table. Tables should be placed

in the main text near to the first time they are cited. This sentence has to removed and a

sentence that explains the table should be written. At the end of the table the abbv. Like

OS, PR, CR must be written in the long way. The last case in the table is the case of this

manuscript and for the follow of part the follow up period and the final status of the

patient must be clearly defined, instead of writing follow-up. 6. In the treatment section
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the radiotherapy dose and fractionation has been given but the technique, machine, etc.

must be given and this section must be detailed. This case report can be accepted with

these minor revisions. It has a valuable effect to literature as the author mentioned that

there is no standard treatment of this cases. A complete response and good follow up

period is an important finding of this manuscript.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
Removing unnecessary information in the introduction and explaining the physical

examination findings in more detail in the case section are my humble suggestions.
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