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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

| think the two articles “Dieulafoy Lesion in the
Stomach Case Reports in Gastroenterology
09/2008; 2(3):469-73" for part 4.9(idiopathic
ulcer) and “A new prognostic strategy for gastri
carcinoma: albumin level and metastatic lymph
node ratio. Minerva chirurgica 06/2014;
69(3):147-53" for part 6 (conclusion) will enrich
the manuscript.

Dieulafoy lesions are by definition not
ulcers. My submission is not a paper abg
upper gastrointestinal bleeding but rathe
specifically pertains to ulcer disease. The
are of course many lesions that resemblé
 ulcers clinically and in endoscopy but
explanation of this is beyond the scope @
my article. | have hence omitted mention
of Dieulafoy lesions.

I have not made any additions to the
conclusion in relation to the article “A ne
prognostic strategy for gastric carcinoma:
albumin level and metastatic lymph node
ratio”. My paper does not discuss gastric
cancers and mention of it in the conclusi
would seem not to be pertinent.

| have therefore not acted on either
recommendation by the reviewer at this
point. However, if it isdeemed vital then
I will happily incor porate the changes as

requested.
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Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments

Well written paper
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