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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

In this minireview, Juan Carlos Trujillo- Reyes and colleagues compared the results of 

NEderlands Leuvens Longkanker Screenings Onderzoek (NELSON) to the findings of 

the National Lung Screening Trial (NLST) in the lung cancer screening policy. Generally, 

the information is limited and the article is not well written. There are some suggestions 

or this article. 1. In the abstract, no results or conclusion was provided which make this 

section more like an introduction. 2. In the main text, many paragraphs are made up of 

only one sentence. Please revise the manuscript to logical paragraphs and avoid this 

condition. 3. In some issues, no reference is cited in whole section. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

"The aim of this paper is to review the latest results of the NEderlands Leuvens 

Longkanker Screenings Onderzoek (NELSON) and compare them with the findings of 

the National Lung Screening Trial (NLST).  Both the NELSON and the NLST have 

provided sufficient scientific evidence to warrant widespread screening. LDCT is 

currently the test of choice." The article is concise and fluent, and the conclusion is 

instructive to the clinical practice of lung cancer screening. 
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Lung cancer screening, what has changed after the latest evidence? COMMENTARIES   

To authors: It is an interesting work according to the expectation that exists within the 

medical community to have a stronger tool to improve the results achievied in the two 

compared clinical trials that was presented. Running title and acknowledgments is 

abscent- Please provide them. 

 


