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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

In this study, authors investigated the long-term outcomes of endoscopic papillectomy
(EP) and the factors for several clinical outcomes. This study provides us with much
information and is helpful in real several EP situations. Major comments: 1. In this study,
how was an unclear margin case treated? According to Table 2, margin status was
classified into only 2 categories: positive or negative. 2. Authors analyzed the risk factors
for pancreatitis after EP, and multivariate logistic regression analysis revealed that
thermal ablation and pancreatic ductal stent insertion (PDS) were independent
significant risk factors. How do authors interpret this result? It seems quite strange that
PDS is an independent risk factor for pancreatitis after EP. In this study PDS was
performed in 78 cases (73.6%). In what kind of cases was PDS performed? Was there any
criterion? 3. Multivariate analysis revealed that piecemeal resection was a risk factor for

bleeding. How do authors explain causal relationship?
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

The authors have evaluated 119 patients with endoscopic papillectomy for malign
ampullary lesions. Briefly, they have found that 81(76.4%) underwent curative resection,
99 (93.4%) had endoscopic success, showing most patients with non-curative resection
were successfully managed with endoscopy. 16 patients (15.1%) had piecemeal resection,
22 patients (20.8%) had shown positive resection margin, 11 patients (16.1%) had an
early recurrence, 13 patients (10.4%) had a late recurrence, and 6 patients (12.3%) had a
re-recurrence. In multivariate analysis, a positive margin (OR 4.023, p = 0.048) and
piecemeal resection (OR 6.610, p = 0.005) were significant risk factors for early and late
recurrence, respectively. Piecemeal resection was also a significant risk factor for
non-curative resection (OR 5.424, p = 0.007). 26 patients experienced adverse events
(24.5%). Abstract: Please clarify the endoscopic success Introduction: well written
Materials and methods: well organized Results: The authors have written the results

very well Discussion: All the results have been discussed.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

Was white light used for adenoma inspection and recurrence or NBI was also used.
Was pathology slides read by gastrointestinal pathologist or general pathology. Also,
bias could be also on different experience of endoscopist on how well they are trained in
these procedures. Seven different endoscopist may have different outcome. Also, how
many pathologist were involved different readers can contribute to bias especially with

low grade dysplasia.




