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This is an interesting case report summarizing seven cases of gallbladder sarcomatoid 

carcinoma. I know well the rarity of sarcomatoid carcinoma of the gallbladder and 

therefore I can understand the value of submitted paper. In addition, the submitted 

paper is relatively well-written. However, I can’t help feeling the doubt for their 

pathological diagnosis within the provided information. Typical figures of sarcomatoid 

carcinoma is poorly differentiated carcinoma with spindle-shaped cells and commonly 

pleomorphic (including giant cells) morphology showing co-expression of CK and 

vimentin; as they described in discussion section. However, in Fig 1A, provided HE 

image seems to simply “poorly differentiated adenocarcinoma with desmoplastic 

reaction” and highlighted figures of tumor cell by PCK-IHC showed no spindle-shaped 

or pleomorphic morphology. In addition, IHC figures of Fig. 1c (desmin) and Fig 1d (p63) 

makes no sense for pathological diagnosis of sarcomatoid carcinoma. Co-expression of 

CK and vimentin should be demonstrated. Further, expression of p63 and squamous cell 

carcinoma components (documented in “Pathological diagnosis” section) indicated 

possibility of adenosquamous cell carcinoma; and the diagnosis of well-differentiated 

cases is doubtful because sarcomatoid carcinoma generally considered as poorly 

differentiated carcinoma. The authors should confirm the pathological diagnosis of 

presented seven cases. If the diagnoses of sarcomatoid carcinoma are definite, the 

authors should present appropriately and sufficiently the pathological findings based on 

the diagnosis of sarcomatoid carcinoma which are enough for persuading the readers. In 

discussion, first paragraph, the version of WHO classification and citation in reference 

should be added. Minor misspells and grammatical errors sporadically found. Please 

recheck it. 
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