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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

It seemed interesting that the loop of the small intestine was drawn into the cavity of the stomach.
There were a couple of questions that arose. Were there any possibilities that complications would
occur, such as bleeding, leakage, infection, peritonitis, and failure of anastomosis? To evaluate such
complications, non-surviving animal model did not seem appropriate. Are there any rationalitirs that
the non-surviving pigs were subjected to this study? It was assumed that it was hard to evaluate the
pigs would survive after the endoscopical surgery. It might be also difficult to evaluate complications.
It was hard to understand what current limitations the authors aimed to solve. “Introduction”
needed brief description of limitations in view of the procedures in this study. After the limitations, it
would be better to describe the points that the authors aimed to solve. “Materials and methods” It

would be better to describe the new points of the procedure that the authors proposed.
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