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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
Bernshteyn et al have submitted a retrospective study examining post-ERCP adverse

events in cirrhotic vs non-cirrhotic patients. The manuscript is well-written, interesting

and easy to read. I commend the authors for the work carried out, however, I have a few

comments: Major comment: 1. Is there a reason why the authors did not use other

statistical methods, e.g. logistic regression in order to test the hypothesis? Calculation

odds ratios for different CP groups would be a nice addition to this work. Minor

comments: 1. I suggest that you include page and line numbering in order to facilitate

the review. 2. p-value 0.039 should be written as p=0.039 and the significance level of

0.05 is already mentioned in the methods section, therefore it can be omitted when

presenting individual p-values. 3. Please rephrase: “diagnosis-only” ERCP to diagnostic

ERCP 4. I suggest that the discussion section is shortened. Start with the most important

findings, compare with other recent publications and discuss pros and cons of the study

design. 5. There are too many tables, several tables can be merged into one (tables 4-10,

by transposing the rows and columns). In table 1, percentages presented under

complications as misleading. I suggest calculating percentages based on all the patients

in the group, not only those experiencing adverse events.
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