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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

But I would like to suggest the authors that they need to go further IN ORDER TO 

IMPROVE INTRODUCTIOn AND DISCUSSION and suggest the ways and future for 

other similar studies  Firstly try to make a posthoc analysis including only  the 
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principal indication of CE study “Occult and overt GI bleeding “ and to confirm  the 

results obtained are the same of the total group  . Second one, Try to analyse and 

comment the  differences of the CE devices tested in the clinical practice ,if they were ,  

that should be taken into account  before their use by the readers of this paper,    

Thirdly,  Perhaps the authors should  comment in the introduction or the discussion 

part, the need to analyse the impact of the SB3 vs SB2 in the setting of the small group of 

CE study indications such as Crohn diseases, mass and polyps and so on , in order to 

check if the results obtained in the great group of occult GI bleeding would be 

maintained  Finally  the authors should comment something about the possible 

plateau of the diagnostic yield of the CE studies. I mean that perhaps this procedure has 

in the real clinical world a maximum rate of detection  of clinical relevant findings , that 

it would not be exceeded not matter how many enhancement were made in the CE 

device ,at least for all the possible indications . Therefore it is interesting to know  the 

authors opinion about the possibility of use of a cheaper CE device for some indications, 

and to boost multicentric prospective randomised studies with the more expensive and 

enhanced CE devices   only  for the the least studied indications 
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