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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	Malignant PEComa is still a rare tumoral entity, therefore reviews on the diagnosis and treatment are always valuable to increase the vigilance of doctors towards rare lesions. Reporting the diagnosis of new cases and collecting the progress of their treatment is always valuable to create a complete database in scientific reporting. Although the diagnosis of PEcoma is determined by clear histopathological criteria, there is no evidence and protocols for its preoperative diagnosis to enable a clear protocol in the way of patient management.
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	The title is consistent with the content of the article, it attracts attention and I think it is appropriate

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	The abstract is clear and understandable, I think it should be emphasized more the way of follow-up and treatment and the possibilities of preoperative diagnosis

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	While reading the article, it is noticed that the histopathological diagnosis is fully supported by scientific data, but the histopathological illustration is missing. There is no preoperative radiological data, perhaps to describe the heterogeneity of the lesion, its radiologic margins and their comparison with literature data. There is no review of the fact that there is still no complete agreement between histopathologists and clinicians for determining the prognostic factors of PEcoma and the classification between benign/borderline and malignant PEComa still does not have a consensus. I think a more complete review of the literature and its data is needed to once again highlight the doubts about this entity.
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	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	


	Reviewer Details:



	Name:
	M.S Eriselda Kurushi

	Department, University & Country
	University of Medicine, Albania


Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


