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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 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 
 

 
 
This manuscript is interesting. I have a few comments for the Authors. 
-In abstract, methodology, there are too much details relative to PET CT acquisition; this 
informations, in the abstract session, should be restricted. 
-introduction, first line, is reported:  BCa (BCa).  This should be changed in Breast 
Carcinoma (BCa). 
-Also, in introduction, should be reported the full name of the radiotracer 

18
F-FES:  

18
F-

fluoroestradiol (
18

F-FES). 
-Results and discussion: in the figures 1, 2 and 3 the 18F-FES uptake seems intense; it is 
not clear how the SUVmax reported for the lesions is very low (SUVmax: 1, 4 and 2.2). 
 
 

 
Thanks for the comments 

- The abstract has been modified in the light of comments from the 
reviewer and PET-CT acquisition detail has been shortened. 

- Introduction, First line is corrected accordingly.  
- Correction is incorporated. 
- Figures are showing intense tracer uptake because we have 

increased the intensity of image to show primary as well as ER 
positive metastatic lesions as physiological uptake in the liver and 
gut is very high.  

- SUV values have been corrected as 2.4 and 3.2 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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