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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The authors report a case of a giant breast mass, with an incidental pulmonary nodule, 

which confused the diagnosis until final surgical pathology.  Review of the literature 

identified a number of cases of giant (>20cm) phyllodes tumors and summarized into a 

nice table.  A worthy addition to the literature, which I would accept with a few 

suggestions below.  General Recommendations: 1. Recommend author re-review of 

manuscript for reviewer-noted double spaces between words, incorrect spellings 

(outlined below), lack of capitalization at the beginning of multiple sentences, etc.  I 

have outlined only a few of these here  a. Page 3, case summary: “diagnosise” should be 

changed to diagnosis b. Page 3, case summary: “conformed” should be changed to 

confirmed c. Page 6, imaging examinations: “firsts” should be changed to first d. Page 9, 

can omit the word “the”, in “…more like the cachexia”  Abstract  - Recommend 

adding to the abstract that this manuscript includes a literature review, and describe 

what exactly the literature review includes.   Literature review  - Recommend adding 

a statement to the Discussion section that indicates “how” your literature review 

identified the 20 cases… what was used (e.g. PubMed, Medline), what was required for 

inclusion, etc  Conclusion – well written and a nice summary 

 


