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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

There are nearly ten publications of reviews about PEP following ERCP. Among
them, the article ttitle as "Non-steroidal anti-inflammatory drugs, intravenous fluids,
pancreatic stents, or their combinations for the prevention of post-endoscopic retrograde
cholangiopancreatography pancreatitis: a systematic review and network meta-analysis"
(PMID: 34214449 DOI: 10.1016/52468-1253(21)00170-9), has systmaticlly discussed the
efficacy of combined treatment. So, it is not logical for the author to describe that "To
date, there are no established methods to estimate the synergistic effect of the
independent risk factors on post-endoscopic retrograde cholangiopancreatography
(ERCP) pancreatitis (PEP), and evidence of the efficacy of the combination of

"

prophylactic measures for PEP is scarce. More importantly, the prsent
manuscript does not discuss the synergistic effect of the independent risk factors on PEP.

Please add the important content. So, the manuscript did not exhibit its novelty.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

It is an essential contemporary topic and is well addressed in this manuscript. The
manuscript, I presume, will enrich current knowledge on this topic. However, I would
suggest minor alterations to the manuscript title to make it more appealing. Suggested
title: Current approaches and questions yet to be resolved for the prophylaxis of

post-endoscopic retrograde cholangiopancreatography pancreatitis.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

A mini review but well compiled. The following are the suggestions to improve the
manuscript: 1. All guidelines on the subject to be out in a tabular form 2. Summary of
important systematic reviews and meta analysis to be provided 3. The following
references be added to enhance the discussion : a. Choudhary A, Bechtold ML, Arif M,
Szary NM, Puli SR, Othman MO, Pais WP, Antillon MR, Roy PK. Pancreatic stents for
prophylaxis against post-ERCP pancreatitis: a meta-analysis and systematic review.
Gastrointestinal Endoscopy 2011; 73(2): 275-282 b. Fan JH, Qian JB, Wang YM, Shi RH,
Zhao CJ. Updated meta-analysis of pancreatic stent placement in preventing
post-endoscopic  retrograde cholangiopancreatography  pancreatitis. World ]
Gastroenterol. 2015 Jun 28;21(24):7577-83. c. Katalin Marta, Noémi Gede, Zsolt Szakécs,
Margit Solymaér, Péter Jené Hegyi, Balint Tél, Balint Eréss, Aron Vincze, Marianna
Arvanitakis, Ivo Boskoski, Marco J. Bruno, Péter Hegyi, Combined use of indomethacin
and hydration is the best conservative approach for post-ERCP pancreatitis prevention:
A network meta-analysis, Pancreatology,Volume 21, Issue 7,2021,Pages 1247-1255, d.
Xiang Ding, FuCheng Zhang, YaoJun Wang, Risk factors for post-ERCP pancreatitis: A
systematic review and meta-analysis, The Surgeon, Volume 13, Issue 4, 2015, Pages

218-229,
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

The simple review by Saito H. et al summarized current measures to prevent PEP.
However, the review was not well structured and many important factors were missing.
1.Some content in the “Risk factors” section and “Patients selection” sections are
repetition. 2.The role of endscopists in the development of PEP should not be included
in patients selection. 3.The role ERCP techniques (EPT vs large balloon dilation, the
duration of balloon dilation, et al.) were missing. 4.Hydration lacks references to further
discuss it. 5.The type of NASID may also plays a different role in preventing PEP
(indometacin vs indometacin ). 6.The controversial role of somatostatin should be
discussed. 7.The authors should draw a flowchart to clarify how to prevent PEP, from
patient selection to post-ERCP measures. 8.Most importantly, many reviews have been

published on this issue and nothing new found in this review.




