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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The amount of patients with refractory-GERD or partially refractory GERD is increasing. Therefore 

the need for some improved or complex approach to the treatment of GERD is emerging. The 

comprehensive analysis of STRETTA procedure is presented in the paper. The data are well and 

clearly presented, it is easy to read and understand, the data are interesting and informative. 

Nevertheless, I have some comments: 1. The majority of studies are small and not randomized? The 

results of studies are though positive for Stretta, but not overwhelming? It looks as these studies were 

influenced by industry? Industry-bias? 2. There are no negative studies presented? Publication bias? 3. 

The procedure investigated and studies performed only in some regions (mainly North America), 

and in experienced, well equipped endoscopic centers? 4. The safety issues are not completely 

clarified? The mortality seems to be unacceptable performing such a procedure? The benefit-risk ratio 

must be discussed? 5. Mechanism of action remains also not fully clarified? 6. Long-term results (5 

years ) of well-designed studies are not available 


