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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)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Unless there is a limitation of figures, the following presentations of
the histological pictures are suggested, in my opinion.

1. The original figure 5 is put at the end of this sentence (lines 46-47):
“Two different neighboring tumor foci were seen on histopathological
examination (Figure 2).” i.e. the original figure 5 becomesfigure 2.

2. (lines 47-49) In one of the tumor foci, a fielechich had a narrow
cytoplasm, cells with hyperchromatic nuclei, dentmating a solid
growing pattern, included focal necrosis fieldsswaserved (Figure
3). i.e. the original figure 2 becomes figure 3.

3. (lines 49-52) Another tumor focus, which hacaarow cytoplasm,
hyperchromatic nucleus, displaying high mitotictt and high-
grade small cell NEC properties and the nucleolvbich could not be
differentiated, was also observed next to the fustor field (Figure
4). i.e. the original figure 3 becomes figure 4.

4. There should be a panel of immunohistochemiicaliges for the
sentence (lines 53-54): “On immunohistochemicah@ration,
positive staining was seen with CK, CK19, and EMAh& BSC focus
(Figure 5A-D)”

5. There should also be a panel of immunohistoctarpictures for
the sentence (lines 54-55): “Positive staining wlaserved with CD56
chromogranin A; and CK, CK19, and EMA in neoplastidls at the
small cell NEC focus (Figure 6A-E).”

6. For high grade malignancy, it is unusual thatgtaining score of
Ki67 was found to be only “2 %” (line 56). Is ityatypo error or the
author should submitted the histological pictuneverification?

Minor REVISION comments

1. Or, the authors just combine the histologicatyes in three: Figurs
2 is for H&E stainings for both foci; Figure 3A-B for
immunohistochemical stainings for BSC focus; whifsgure 4A-E is
for immunohistochemical stainings for NEC focus.
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This sentence (lines 56-57): “The mitotic index waaluated to be
higher than 25 in 10 high power fields” is suggdgstebe moved to thg
end of line 52 and to be modified as “the mitotidéx was evaluated
to be higher than 25 in 10 high power fields fotthBSC and NEC
foci”.

2. It is suggested to avoid using the abbreviataf83SC and NEC in
the figure legends.

D

Optional /General comments

This is an interesting and well-written case report and would add
knowledge to the existing literature. To my knowledge, a more
comprehensively presentation of the histological pictures,
especially the immunohistochemical stainings, would be
recommended.
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