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correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

 

 

 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

  

Optional/General comments 

 

The article is concise and has dealt extensively on the 

current imaging and therapeutics. 

Abstract: Line 5 consider changing the statement “the 

most common extracranial solid tumor” to the most 

common solid abdominal tumor to give credence to the 

commonest site of occurrence   

Introduction: Adequate but not adequately referenced 

2.1 Clinical presentation line 58. The most common 

clinical symptom is abdominal mass which maybe 

painless before it became painful 

2.2  Etiology Line 60: the statement that most physicians 

believe it is due to accidental cell growth is not clear 

needs clarification 

3.2 MIBG SCAN 

Line 251. When MIBG is used “I MIBG is generally 

preferred to I MIBG” is repeated. Do you want to compare  

I-123 MIBG and I-131 MIBG clarify. 

  

Conlusion:  Adequate 

Agree with all comments and addressed each 

one in the paper. Citations added to introduction. 

Line 5 changed as suggested.  Removed line 60. I 

was comparing the two types of MIBG in line 51 

and clarified this. 

 

 

 

 


