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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The authors conducted a study in which they performed a head to head comparison of 

several models used to predict pancreatic cancer in patients with IPMN. The study is 



  

2 

 

 

7041 Koll Center Parkway, Suite 

160, Pleasanton, CA 94566, USA  

Telephone: +1-925-223-8242  

Fax: +1-925-223-8243 

E-mail: bpgoffice@wjgnet.com 

https://www.wjgnet.com 

 

based on surgically resected specimens and therefore the diagnosis of benign and 

malignant lesions is well documented. The authors conclude that the PSC model is the 

best in predicting malignancy.  The study is well done and the manuscript is well 

written. However, the implications of the study for gastroenterologists dealing with 

IPMN are not obvious. The authors need to present an algorithm for working up a 

patient with IPMN and for taking a decision to operate or not to operate based on their 

findings. They also need to clarify how their algorithm is similar or different from 

current guidelines of practice in patients with IPMN. 
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The authors submit an external validation and comparison of four models for predicting 

malignant potential of IPMN using their single institution prospective database of 181 
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patients with IPMN who underwent resection.  Overall the manuscript is well written 

and informative.  I have the following constructive feedback 1) the title is informative 

and reflects the work 2) Abstract- well written 3) Introduction- good review of current 

data and explanation of the question and how it will impact practice.  I would 

recommend the author strengthen the introduction by highlighting that nomograms lead 

to individual risk stratification and individualized/personalized medicine.  This is in 

contrast to guidelines where all patients are treated uniformly.   4) Methods are sound 

and well described 5) Figures/tables- Figure 1 flow chart is informative.  Figure 2 is not 

necessary since morphologic classification of mural nodules was not significant on 

univariate, multivariate analysis nor used in any of the nomograms.  Figure 3- the 

forest plot is a nice representation of the OR for each factor.  Figure 4 is the most 

important figure with the receiver operator curves.  Figure 6- I honestly have not seen 

this kind of figure before but it was a helpful display of the data but perhaps should be 

switched to supplementary figures.  Supplementary Figure 1- why didn't the authors 

compare their nomogram to the other four nomograms?  The authors should report the 

sensitivity, specificity, NPV, PPV and accuracy of their nomogram. Table 1 is critical to 

report the characteristics of the population studied as that may influence the results.  

Table 2 is also important as the authors do not report the sensitivity or specificity in the 

manuscript so this figure is the only place to find it.  I would suggest an additional 

table that includes all the factors for each of the four models the authors are comparing.  

This might be helpful for readers who are not as familiar with all 4 models. This could be 

a supplementary figure.  6) Discussion- The authors did a great job putting results in 

context and discussing implications of overestimation and underestimation.  The biases 

and limitations of the study were discussed, however missing data is another bias that 

should be discussed in the limitations and transparency of how the authors dealt with 

missing data in the methods would be beneficial.  
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