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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
Thanks for sharing such an interesting case, but I have one question: The authors

mentioned that the pathological result was mucinous adenocarcinoma with signet-ring

cell carcinoma after the first rectal ESD procedure, and "Mucinous adenocarcinomas

with signet-ring cell carcinomas are distinctively different from adenocarcinoma in their

tumor biology and aggressive phenotype[5]". When the follow-up colonoscopy revealed

possible recurrence, Why was EUS not performed for preoperative evaluation, such as

the presence or absence of submucosal invasion? If EUS was performed as in most

conditions, the Mile's operation might have been directly advised instead of the

unnecessary second ESD procedure.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
It is a good paper, with an important theme. The language is good and details are

convincing. I have nevertheless a major perplexity with regard to this paper: a case

report cannot have 16 (sixteen) authors ! Maybe I have counted wrong; otherwise

please clarify the role of each author (what contribution) to the editorial office.
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