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PART 2: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments The aim of this study is to evaluate the utility of scanningacoustic microscope (SAM) in gastric tumours. Theauthors analyzed the different characteristic of gastrictumours in SAM and listed the benefits of SAM overdiscrimination by light microscopy (LM).  SAM seems anew diagnostic modality for gastric tumours, but thisstudy provides very few valuable information for us. Andthe conclusion is not based on the results.

According to the suggestion, we have revised themanuscript as much as possible.

Minor REVISION comments (1) Abstract:  the conclusion is lack of evidence. We cannot draw the conclusion based on the results.(2) Line 63, Page 6: “unstained sections were soaked indistilled water for at least 3 h to fully expand thetissue to the original state” Distilled water ishypotonic, Whether the specimen will be swelling indistilled water for at least 3 h? Whether this willaffect the speed-of-sound (SOS) of the specimen?(3) In clinics, what we focus on is the nature of lesionsfor specimens.  But  we can not confirm the nature oflesions by SAM. Therefore, I think SAM is  not  veryvaluable.

(1) In abstract conclusion, “(2) repeated
observations of the same section are possible, even
after staining “Since no image data after staining was notprovided, so we have deleted the last portion asfollows;
repeated observations of the same section are
possible(2) Because deparaffinized sections repeledwater due to surface hydrophobicity and driedout easily, it was necessary to soak sectionsenough in distilled water to reducehydrophobicity. So deparaffinized, unstained
sections were soaked in distilled water for at least 3
h before observation.We will add the above sentence in the text, Page6.(3) All tissues have their own speed-of-sound(SOS) by which ultrasound travels through them.The SOS is usually proportional to the tissue
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elasticity.  Even after formalin fixation, thespecimens usually keep their elasticity in thesame order as their original unfixed ones(Supplemental Fig. 1).  Table 1 and Figure 3showed particular SOS of each lesion orcomponent of stomach, so that imaging from SOSreflected each tissue character of objectiveelasticity compared with palpation hardness.We will add the above sentence in the text, Page13.
Optional/General comments


