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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

Dear Editor, Authors Thanks, for sending Letter To the Editor'Cannulation of the intradiverticular

papilla using a duodenoscope: Is it a safe method?" for revision. It is a good idea and reflect different

experience but need great language revision.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
The points raised in the letter are rather interesting but I have two points against its publication in the

current format:

and give more evidences; 2) The English is poor.

Need to be revised.

1) The arguments are not so conclusive: it would be interesting to extend the text




