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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
1-ın my opinion the whole article must be reviewed by the authors  again 
because there are too many grammar and spelling  mistakes that makes it 
diffucult to understand for the reader . their style in writing is Poor and 
insufficient for expression and emphasis  of their  ideas . 
2-discusssion part is mostly composed of explanations about the cost and 
technical applications. The differential diagnosis of pyojenic granulome and 
pilomatrixoma may be compared in more detailed way both clinically and 
pathologycally. .there are  pathological variants of pilomatrixoma 
.explanations regarding this may be added to the text with a figure of the 
excised specimen and with an additional figure legend. 

 
 
 
 

We completely re-wrote sections and sentences (highlighted in green). 
 
 
 
We inserted these paragraphs: 
 “Histopathological examination reported active inflammatory infiltrates 
and focal areas with proliferation of eosinophilic ghost shadow cells as well as 
basaloid cells.  There were areas with fibrosis, granulation tissue formation, 
and multinucleated foreign body type giant cells in the background.  Some of 
the multinucleated giant cells contained keratinous material.  These features 
were compatible with a pilomatricoma.” (line 90-4, page 6). 
 
 “Our provisional clinical diagnosis was pyogenic granuloma.  This was 
owing to the lesion being pedunculated to a certain extent.  The bright red 
colour and the rapid growth were also compatible with such in early lesions of 
pyogenic granuloma.  However, the proliferation of ghost shadow cells and 
eosinophilic basaloid cells resembling hair matrix cells supported the 
diagnosis being a pilomatricoma (7).  Moreover, the multinucleated giant cells 
with keratinous material was highly characteristic of pilomatricoma (8).  
Pilomatricoma is a slow-growing, firm, dermal or subcutaneous neoplasm, 
usually measuring fewer than 3 cm in diameters (9).” (lines 98-106, page 6). 
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