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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

Dear authors, thanks for submitting your interesting research of imaging features associated to
progression of small pancreatic cyst to WJG. The number of cases is large and the follow-up time long.
The main weakness of your investigation is the lack of histological correlation, although in spite of it,
interesting and new data are derived. Anyhow, before publication in this journal, I believe some
minor details have to be better addressed, such as: - Abstract: the number of patients included in the
study belongs to material and method section, not to results - Core tip: please eliminate the sentence:
"Surveillance, however, is associated with concern, anxiety, and fear about the uncertainty of the
diagnosis and the natural history of these cysts". The following affirmation is not a direct conclusion
from your study: " Our findings may be helpful to stratify patients into those who require further
cystic fluid testing and those who can be observed in a more lenient manner.". It should be analyzed
in the discussion, but not is part of the core tip Material and method and results section: please,
specify the imaging methods were used for comparison specifically in each group and for each time
point. Also, you should refer if there was any difference when different imaging methods were used
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in the identification of the analyzed imaging features I hope these comments can be of your interest

Best regards
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

Dear Authors Thank you for an interesting submission. I have made a few suggestions in the
attached word document. The majority of these are grammatical, and relate to improving sentence
structure. There is a great amount of detail regarding imaging protocols, and I am uncertain if this
descriptive level is needed. It would however be helpful to identify if patients had the same
imaging modality on follow-up scans. Within the abstract it would be useful to have the size range
(mm) of pancreatic cysts encountered in your study. I presume that none of the patients underwent
EUS or cyst examination, and perhaps this can be made clear in the patient selection section. In
summary though, these changes should be relatively minor for you to adjust, and I hope that it will
help improve the impact of your research findings.
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