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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	Importance of This Manuscript for the Scientific Community

This manuscript addresses the rare and critical condition of Dieulafoy duodenal ulceration, offering valuable insights into its diagnosis and management. It enriches the limited literature with a detailed case study, highlighting hemoclipping as an effective treatment method. The discussion on anticoagulant management provides practical guidance for clinicians handling complex comorbid cases. Overall, this work underscores the role of advanced endoscopic techniques in improving outcomes for rare gastrointestinal conditions.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is comprehensive but could be refined for clarity and impact. Adding a brief note on the rarity and significance of Dieulafoy duodenal ulceration and emphasizing diagnostic challenges would enhance its relevance. Condensing redundant details and highlighting the long-term success of hemoclipping as a first-line treatment would make it more concise and informative.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically accurate, presenting a rare case of Dieulafoy duodenal ulceration with detailed clinical information and well-supported discussions. It effectively highlights hemoclipping as a safe treatment and uses evidence-based data. To enhance its rigor, ensure references are up-to-date, verify anticoagulant management aligns with guidelines, and provide clarity in figures and tables.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are relevant and adequately support the discussion. However, some are outdated, and updating them with recent studies or guidelines from the last five years would enhance recency and credibility. Additional references on advancements in endoscopic techniques and anticoagulant management during GI bleeding could strengthen the manuscript further.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language quality of the article is generally suitable for scholarly communication, with clear and concise descriptions of the case, diagnosis, and treatment.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The manuscript meets standard ethical considerations, but it is important to confirm that informed consent was obtained, patient details are anonymized, and conflicts of interest are disclosed. Ensuring these aspects will guarantee ethical compliance. With these steps, the manuscript will align with publication standards.


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	To address competing interest issues, the manuscript should disclose financial relationships, affiliations with relevant organizations, and any personal or professional interests that could bias the research. Full disclosure of these aspects will ensure transparency. This will help mitigate potential conflicts of interest.


	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism is suspected.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
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