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The manuscript has been revised according to the reviewers’ suggestions: 

1 The format has been updated. 

 

2 Revisions have been made according to the reviewers’ suggestions.  

 

Reviewer 1: well written manuscript. i have some suggestions. 
 
1. what is the statistical method? 
 
Response: Thank you for this comment. I added a SEARCH STRATEGY section (lines 
88-95). 
 
2. "ERCP can be life saving modality"(doi: 10.5505/jkartaltr.2015.00372) and 
(doi:http://dx.doi.org/10.12996/gmj.2016.46) I suggest both of these related studies for the 
references. 
 
Response: Thank you for suggesting these new references. However, doi: 
10.5505/jkartaltr.2015.00372 was not found, and the other reference was not written in 
English. For this study, we included only studies written by English (line 91). 
 
 
Reviewer 2: This is a narrative review of the literature en stent placement to prevent post 

ERCP pancreatitis. although a large number of reviews already exist in the filed of PEP 

prevention, this specific topic is interesting However, I have some major remarks regarding 

the paper :  

 

1. The methodology is poor, with no material an methods section and no reported search 



strategy. As a consequence, the reference section needs to be updated and does not include 

most recent references on the topic ( Sahar et al, Dig Endosc 2018; He et al, UEG journal 

2018).  

 

Response: Thank you for this comment. I added a SEARCH STRATEGY section (lines 
88-95). We assessed the two studies recommended by Reviewer 2. However, we selected 
studies that compared the ability of different PSs to prevent PEP (lines 93-95). Therefore, 
we did not include the report written by Sahar et al.  
We did not find a difference in a comparison between PSs with a flange and PSs without 

a flange in the prevention of PEP (He et al.) as shown in the title. We added the report 
written by He et al. (lines 159-172, lines 248-249, Table 3).  
 

2. The outline of the paper needs clarification, and sections on pancreatic stent placement 

separated from the sections on specific literature review (RCTs, metaanalysis) Many sentences 

are vague ans subjective.  
 

Response: Thank you for this comment. First, many studies about prophylactic use of PSs 

for PEP have been reported; therefore, we limited RCTs and meta-analyses to comparisons 

between a stent group and a no stent group (lines 91-93). Furthermore, we added the 

specific data derived from the meta-analyses of RCTs (lines 148-152, Table 2). 

 

3. Although the opinion of the authors is valuable, the numbers and p values should not be 

limited to the tables and also mentioned in the text. 
 
Response: Thank you for reviewing our manuscript. We added the specific parameter 
values and p values to the text and Tables (Table 1-3, lines 109-110, lines 114-117, lines 
148-152, lines 159-172, lines 179-180, lines 183-185, lines 187-188, lines 192-193, lines 
203-204, lines 208-209, and lines 235-239). 
 
 
Thank you again for publishing our manuscript in the World Journal of Meta-analysis. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
Tadayuki Takagi, MD, Associate Professor 

Department of Gastroenterology 

Fukushima Medical University, School of Medicine 

1 Hikarigaoka, Fukushima City, Fukushima Prefecture 

960-1295, Japan 

Tel.: +81-24-547-1202 Fax: +81-24-547-2055 

E-mail: daccho@fmu.ac.jp 
 
 
 

mailto:daccho@fmu.ac.jp

