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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This is an interesting review of recent developments addressing several important issues 
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in the role of diagnostic upper endoscopy with a focus on diagnosing early gastric cancer. 

Could the authors please respond to the following questions/comments: 1) From the 306 

papers identified, how were the 106 abstracts chosen for review and from these the 67 

papers to include in the study? They provide a Prisma diagram but it should be made 

clear in the text 2) The authors do not need to mention in the introduction their findings 

regarding the duration of the endoscopy as this is repeated later in the results 3) The 

authors mention that there are existing guidelines but they are “cumbersome and often 

not followed”. Although this may be true, the authors should a) state why their work is 

more important or should replace these guidelines, which are usually the result of a very 

thorough process and b) specifically list in a table or in the text what their conclusions 

are 
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