7041 Koll Center Parkway, Suite

B a I S h l d C n g 160, Pleasanton, CA 94566, USA
P u b l | S h | n g Telephone: +1-925-399-1568

E-mail: bpgoffice@wjgnet.com

3ui5hiden9® G rou p https:/ /www.wjgnet.com

PEER-REVIEW REPORT

Name of journal: World Journal of Gastrointestinal Surgery

Manuscript NO: 83279

Title: Modified endoscopic submucosal tunnel dissection for large esophageal
submucosal gland duct adenoma: A case report

Provenance and peer review: Unsolicited manuscript; Externally peer reviewed
Peer-review model: Single blind

Reviewer’s code: 06360634
Position: Peer Reviewer
Academic degree: MD, PhD

Professional title: Staff Physician

Reviewer’s Country/Territory: Bulgaria
Author’s Country/Territory: China
Manuscript submission date: 2023-01-16
Reviewer chosen by: Al Technique

Reviewer accepted review: 2023-01-17 20:27
Reviewer performed review: 2023-01-17 21:40

Review time: 1 Hour

[ ]Grade A: Excellent [ Y]Grade B: Very good [ ]GradeC:
Scientific quality Good
[ ]GradeD:Fair [ ]Grade E: Do not publish

[ Y] Grade A: Excellent [ ] Grade B: Good [ ] Grade C: Fair

Novelty of this manuscript
[ ]Grade D: No novelty

Creativity or innovation of [ Y] Grade A: Excellent [ ]Grade B: Good [ ]Grade C: Fair

this manuscript [ ]Grade D: No creativity or innovation




7041 Koll Center Parkway, Suite

B a IS h ! d c n g 160, Pleasanton, CA 94566, USA
P u b l | S h | n g Telephone: +1-925-399-1568

E-mail: bpgoffice@wjgnet.com

xuiShideng@) G rO U p https:/ /www.wjgnet.com

Scientific significance of the [ ]Grade A: Excellent [ Y] Grade B: Good [ ]Grade C: Fair
[

conclusion in this manuscript ] Grade D: No scientific significance

[ Y] Grade A: Priority publishing [ ] Grade B: Minor language

typ & guag
Language quality polishing [ ] Grade C: A great deal of language polishing [ ]
Grade D: Rejection

[ ] Accept (High priority) [ Y] Accept (General priority)
Conclusion

[ ]Minor revision [ ]Majorrevision [ ] Rejection
Re-review [Y]Yes [ ]No

Peer-Review: [ Y] Anonymous [ ]Onymous
Peer-reviewer statements

Conflicts-of-Interest: [ ] Yes [ Y]No

SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

Very interesting and innovative case. The authors demonstrate very high expertise with
this complex endoscopic technique. I have a few comments: Citations must be presented
according to the Journal's specific recomendations. The case presentation is too short- the
authors should consider adding more clinical ana laboratory data. Similarly the
discussion may be extended (for example adding/comparing similar cases). The

conclusion part should be separated from the discussion.




7041 Koll Center Parkway, Suite

B a I S h l d C n g 160, Pleasanton, CA 94566, USA
P u b l | S h | n g Telephone: +1-925-399-1568

E-mail: bpgoffice@wjgnet.com

3ui5hiden9® G rou p https:/ /www.wjgnet.com

PEER-REVIEW REPORT

Name of journal: World Journal of Gastrointestinal Surgery

Manuscript NO: 83279

Title: Modified endoscopic submucosal tunnel dissection for large esophageal
submucosal gland duct adenoma: A case report

Provenance and peer review: Unsolicited manuscript; Externally peer reviewed
Peer-review model: Single blind

Reviewer’s code: 05260389
Position: Peer Reviewer

Academic degree: MD

Professional title: Doctor, Surgeon
Reviewer’s Country/Territory: Brazil
Author’s Country/Territory: China
Manuscript submission date: 2023-01-16
Reviewer chosen by: Al Technique

Reviewer accepted review: 2023-01-17 00:26
Reviewer performed review: 2023-01-22 23:09

Review time: 5 Days and 22 Hours

[ ]Grade A: Excellent [ Y]Grade B: Very good [ ]GradeC:
Scientific quality Good
[ ]GradeD:Fair [ ]Grade E: Do not publish

[ Y] Grade A: Excellent [ ] Grade B: Good [ ] Grade C: Fair

Novelty of this manuscript
[ ]Grade D: No novelty

Creativity or innovation of ] Grade A: Excellent [ Y] Grade B: Good [ ]Grade C: Fair

[
this manuscript [ ]Grade D: No creativity or innovation




Baishideng
P u b l | S h | n g Telephone: +1-925-399-1568

7041 Koll Center Parkway, Suite
160, Pleasanton, CA 94566, USA

E-mail: bpgoffice@wjgnet.com

3“i5hid¢llg® G rO u p https:/ /www.wjgnet.com

Scientific significance of the

conclusion in this manuscript

[ Y] Grade A: Excellent [ ] Grade B: Good [ ]Grade C: Fair

[ ] Grade D: No scientific significance

[ ]Grade A: Priority publishing [ Y] Grade B: Minor language

Language quality polishing [ ] Grade C: A great deal of language polishing [ ]

Grade D: Rejection

[ ] Accept (High priority) [ Y] Accept (General priority)
Conclusion

[ ]Minor revision [ ]Majorrevision [ ] Rejection
Re-review [Y]Yes [ ]No

Peer-reviewer statements

Peer-Review: [ Y] Anonymous [ ]Onymous

Conflicts-of-Interest: [ ] Yes [ Y]No

SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

It is an interesting case and technique. If possible, it would be interesting if the authors

increased the discussion. I congratulate the authors for the case and conduct.
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This case report is interesting but needs minor revisions to the presentation structure.
1-The case report has also some English grammar and syntax-related errors. Such as
Background endoscopic submucosal tunnel dissection (ESTD) are beginning to be are
being 2-Suggest authors mention the practical teaching point report. Case Presentation
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about the like History, physical examination, Laboratory values (with normal range
listed), differential diagnosis, other investigative modalities wused, Detailed
Treatment/Plan, and finally the Outcome. 2- Suggest Authors a brief explanation for
(the type of lab investigations that could help in making a diagnosis, type of antibiotics,

pain medicines, etc.)
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the manuscript interpret the findings adequately and appropriately, highlighting the key
points concisely, clearly and logically? Are the findings and their applicability/relevance
to the literature stated in a clear and definite manner? Is the discussion accurate and
does it discuss the paper’s scientific significance and/or relevance to clinical practice
sufficiently? Yes but I think the author can elaborate more by comparing to the other
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diagrams, and tables sufficient, good quality and appropriately illustrative, with labeling
of figures using arrows, asterisks, etc, and are the legends adequate and accurately
reflective of the images/illustrations shown? Yes. 9 Biostatistics. Does the manuscript
meet the requirements of biostatistics? N/A 10 Units. Does the manuscript meet the
requirements of use of SI units? N/A 11 References. Does the manuscript
appropriately cite the latest, important and authoritative references in the Introduction
and Discussion sections? Does the author self-cite, omit, incorrectly cite and/or over-cite
references? Yes 12 Quality of manuscript organization and presentation. Is the
manuscript well, concisely and coherently organized and presented? Is the style,
language and grammar accurate and appropriate? Good 13 Research methods and
reporting. Authors should have prepared their manuscripts according to BPG’s
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follows: (1) CARE Checklist (2013) - Case report; (2) CONSORT 2010 Statement - Clinical
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to the Editor, the author(s) should have prepared the manuscript according to the
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formal ethics documents that were reviewed and approved by their local ethical review

committee. Did the manuscript meet the requirements of ethics? Yes First, what are the
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original findings of this manuscript? What are the new hypotheses that this study
proposed? What are the new phenomena that were found through experiments in this
study? What are the hypotheses that were confirmed through experiments in this study?
Author mentioned that ESTD showed greater efficiency for a larger tumour.  Second,
what are the quality and importance of this manuscript? What are the new findings of
this study? What are the new concepts that this study proposes? What are the new
methods that this study proposed? Do the conclusions appropriately summarize the
data that this study provided? What are the unique insights that this study presented?
What are the key problems in this field that this study has solved? Author emphasize in
the end that modified ESTD is an effective treatment strategy for large ESGDA and time
saving procedure. Third, what are the limitations of the study and its findings? What
are the future directions of the topic described in this manuscript? What are the
questions/issues that remain to be solved? What are the questions that this study
prompts for the authors to do next? How might this publication impact basic science
and/or clinical practice? The author did not mentioned about its limitation and perhaps

author can include one or two limitations in the manuscript.



