Reviewer #1:
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Language Quality: Grade A (Priority publishing)

Conclusion: Minor revision

Specific Comments to Authors:

The conclusion of this work should not be so categorical nor so pragmatic. But it must be:
"Second look endoscopy seems to offer no advantage in the prevention of ESD and PUD-
associated rebleeding. The decision to perform a Second look endoscopy must be personalized
and individualized, despite SLE decreasing the hospital length of stay on average by 3.5 days in
PUD patients".

We thank the reviewer for the comment. We revised the conclusion to include the above
statement.
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