	[image: image1.png]VA LONG BEACH
HEALTHCARE SYSTEM

X

A Division of VA Desert Pacific
Healthcare Network




	DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS

VA Long Beach Healthcare System

5901 East Seventh Street

Long Beach, CA  90822


January 9, 2013
Subject: World J Gastroenterology Manuscript (ESPS# 754)
Dear Editor:
I am writing you in response to the editorial comments regarding Manuscript #754, entitled “Quality Colonoscopy: A Matter of Time, Technique or Technology?Field of Vision Editorial on Filip D et al. Colometer.” Here, you will find our point-by-point reply to the comments raised by the reviewers.  We thank you for your time and consideration in reviewing our paper. Please feel to contact me with any questions.
1. Although the Editorial was prompted by the investigation performed by Filip and co-workers it does not go into details regarding this study – and I totally agree. Nevertheless, the recent article by Filip et al. should be cited in the introduction (line 15) but not in the abstract, as the abstract will be seen in MEDLINE/PUBMED and no references are given there. Perhaps only say: Recent studies highlight the importance…

- Changes were made as directed.

2. Beginning of page 4: Proximal location as risk factor for missed CRCs. It is not only failed cecal intubation, but it is also the morphology of the precursor lesions in the right colon. The most important lesions in this region is the sessile serrated adenoma/polyp which is often overlooked (even if the cecum is reached) especially if the bowel preparation is poor. Some additional information on these “non-polypoid polyps” (including the description of their endoscopic appearance) will increase the impact of this part of the manuscript.

-A section was added regarding the importance of SSA’s and their non-polypoid flat appearance (P4, L6-12).

3. Page 11, line 4: contribution “to” this process.

- Changes were made as directed

Dear Editor,

the paper is scientifically accurate, complete, interesting,  well focused and fully comprehensive to the reader. 

Best regards

Dr Raffaele Palmirotta

The Editorial by Robert H. Lee “Evaluating Quality of Colonoscopy: A Matter of Time, Technique or Technology? Field of Vision Editorial on Filip D et al. Colometer" is scientifically accurate, complete and fully comprehensive to the reader.  The reference section is adequate, up-to-date and appropriate to back up the points made in the article. The study conveys a clear-cut message. I have no comments on this paper. 

· We thank you for your time and consideration in reviewing this paper

I have reviewed this manuscript  and I DO NOT have any conflict of interest that would influence my review.

The article is very interesting.

- They should change the title "Detection of adenomas: A matter of time, technique or technology?

This suggestion was contemplated.  However, as outlined in the introduction of the article, by definition, quality colonoscopy is defined by the detection of adenomas.  Furthermore, the issue of quality colonoscopy was raised in the Filip et al. article.  Consequently, we respectfully would like to keep the current title to reference the Filip article.

- What is higher scores and lower scores? Add a table?

Comments were added to end of page 6 and start of p 7 explaining the scoring system in detail.  Also Figure 1 was added to specify the scoring system as well.

- Appoint other aspects such as quality, cecal intubation, cleaning ..

Thank you for pointing out these issues. Please see above comment.  The scoring system did incorporate adequacy of cleaning and distension.  Only colonoscopies in which cecal intubation was achieved were evaluated (also added to the manuscript on page 6).

- Define the average time allocated to a colonoscopy? 60 minutes?

Only withdrawal time was calculated in our study.  The total time allocated for each colonoscopy was not timed. Therefore, we cannot comment on this.

- Define if the detection of adenomas in a colonoscopy equals requested by clinical, or after screning positive FIT

All colonoscopies in the study were performed for average-risk colorectal cancer screening (see p7, lines 1-4).

- This reference is important, I think it should be included: Jover R, Herraiz M, Alarcon O, Brullet E, Bujanda L, Bustamante M, Campo R, Carre?o R, Castells A, Cubiella J, García-Iglesias P, Hervas AJ, Menchén P, Ono A, Panadés A, Parra-Blanco A, Pellisé M, Ponce M, Quintero E, René JM, Sánchez del Río A, Seoane A, Serradesanferm A, Soriano Izquierdo A, Vazquez E Sequeiros, Spanish Society of Gastroenterology; Spanish Society of Gastrointestinal Endoscopy Working Group. Clinical practice guidelines: quality of colonoscopy in colorectal cancer screening. Endoscopy. April 2012, 44 (4) :444-51.

This reference was added and a line referencing this was added on P2, L4

Sincerely,

Robert H. Lee, M.D.
Staff Physician

Director of GI Motility and Physiology

Long Beach VA Health System










