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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
Several meta-analyses have compared single-stage with two-stage management without

a reliable conclusion, considering that the two therapeutic strategies are equally safe and

feasible for the management of concomitant CBD stones and gallstones. A debate still

exist, this MiniReview evaluated the current management options of concomitant

gallbladder and CBD stones, highlighting the updated knowledge. I have only one

minor revision: For rendez-vous thecnique you correctly cite the article of Lin Y.

underline the longer operative time of the technique. However, there is a recent article of

Lagoucardou et al. in which they demonstrate the significantly shorter time of

endoscopic time in rendezvous groups when compared with the two-stage approach.

Please cite this paper: Lagouvardou E, Martines G, Tomasicchio G, Laforgia R, Pezzolla

A, Caputi Iambrenghi O. Laparo-endoscopic management of chole-choledocholithiasis:

Rendezvous or intraoperative ERCP? A single tertiary care center experience. Front Surg.

2022 Aug 31;9:938962. doi: 10.3389/fsurg.2022.938962. PMID: 36117813; PMCID:

PMC9470774
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
The abstract length is too long. It would be interesting if it would be shortened. It is

notice the absence of figures illustrating the manuscript. The inclusion of some images

will make the article less rough to read. In the Introduction page 4 it is said "A study

from the USA found that laparoscopic cholecystectomy...was better than preoperative

MRCP in terms of effectiveness and cost analysis [7]". It is not cleared what it was better

for. This study was based in a mathematical model but the practical consequences of the

article are not defined.
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