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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The authors aimed to compare Endoscopic gastrostomy (PEG) and Radiologic 

gastrostomy (PRG) for enteral feeding concerning the complication. They selected 

comparative studies of PEG and PRG following the Preferred Reporting Items for 

Systemic Reviews and Meta-analyses guidelines. They disclosed that the only outcome 

that showed a significant difference was tube related complications. They concluded that 

PEG has lower levels of tube-related complications (such as dislocation, leak, obstruction, 

or breakdown) when compared to PRG. This manuscript appears nearly acceptable for 

publication, but there should be a more thorough discussion about the hypotheses that 

PRG caused tube-related complications more frequently. Furthermore, there are several 

grammatical and spelling errors, e.g. e 17 (lines 4 of 1st paragraph of Discussion), 

although (lines 17 of 9th paragraph of Discussion), Strengths (lines 4 of 10th paragraph 
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