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Thanks for your work in the preparation of this manuscript, I have several questions and 

suggestions before final decision.  1. What is the main difference with previous studies, 

since many cases using E-VAC have been reported?  2. Can you add the figures 

showing the leakages before application of E-VAC? You may also include radiologic 

imaging revealing no leakage after healing of the wound.   3.Figure 3 is not consistent 

with the content of the manuscript. Please put it in correct place.   4. In the first case, 

you said that "The surgical treatment was combined in the patient with parenteral 

nutrition." What do you mean? You perform E-VAC for this patient, and prescribe 

parenteral nutrition for him during the whole course?   5. For the second patients, 

E-VAC was changed three times every third day, so the whole duration of E-VAC was 9 

days or not. Besides, the patient improved in 3 weeks. What is your criteria of removing 

the E-VAC? Can you clearly clarify this? I am kind of confused. 
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