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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

It is an interesting review on a rare condition. These are my comments: 1. the author should state in

the abstract and in the manuscript that he is reporting his experience and is discussing the current

evidence available from the literature 2. the results in the abstract are a bit confusing. I suggest to

structure this section better: for instance, the sentences "Small bowel enteroscopy excluded pathology

in 4 cases (37%) with Al" and "There were 6 entero-enteric, 4 ileocecal,and 1 sigmoid-rectal AI" should

be reported earlier in the text 3. Some tables summarizing the studies already published in the

literature might help the reader better understand the current evidence available on this topic.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

1.It should be emphasized that this study is more along the lines of a case series given the limited
number of patients included. The title, intro, and/or methods should indicate this. 2.The introduction
is somewhat limited. For example, there is a discussion of the historical context of this entity and
management in the discussion section that would be appropriate to include in the introduction
instead. 3.The sentence in the intro, “The frequent use of computed tomography (CT) for abdominal
imaging has led to increased detection of transient intussusceptions with no apparent underlying
disease,” is essentially copied from the cited reference with only change of “the frequent use of” from
“the growing use of” Either this sentence needs to be quoted or changed. Also, explaining here the
term “transient” intussception (i.e. most are persistent or recurrent) would benefit the reader as this is
a term that most are likely not familiar with. 4.The methods section is also too short and should be
modified and added to. Other information could be added to strengthen the study description. For
example were there exclusion criteria? Were there patients that carried diagnosis (ICD codes) that
didn’t go to surgery or were only those that went to surgery included? This should be described. In
the results it says, “None of the patients had prior abdominal operations.” Was this an exclusion
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criterion or were all patients coincidentally never had prior abdominal surgery? Also, how many
surgeons were involved? Elaboration on the critical info the author was looking for in each patient
should be described. 5.There should be some mention of limitations to this study in the discussion,
most importantly the limited number of patients from which conclusions overall are limited.
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