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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

The paper clarified the clinical usefulness of one-step self-expandable metal stent placement for
malignant biliary obstruction by comparing with two-step SEMS placement. The work is well-done
and provides promising results to the one step SEMS placement. However there are still some
questions to be clear: 1. please indicate the criteria of technical success rate and complication rate in
Methods; 2. How was the period of hospitalization defined? 3. The changes of total-bilirubin after
the placement is importment to indicate the symptomatic relief.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

This is a manuscript about an interesting issue that has not been published extensively. It is written in
fluent, simple English, easy to comprehend. There are several drawbacks however, apart from the
fact that it is a retrospective study. Authors conclude that “Single-step endoscopic metal stent
placement is effective and safe for the management of obstructive jaundice caused by various
inoperable malignancies”. To my opinion though, this conclusion can be hardly justified by their
findings. 1. Difference in hospital stay is statistically not significant (table 2) 2. According to figure 2,
there is no significant difference in stent patency rate. However, this is rather vague and might not
include all stent-related complications 3. Authors do not display how they decided to treat a patient
with one- or two- step procedure 4. Investigating complications in relation to the type of stent
(covered vs. uncovered) could be of value, as they have different characteristics (e.g. in migration) 5.
In their discussion, authors state: “However, a recent study [7, 8] comparing the one-step and
two-step procedures reported an improved procedure-related complication rate using the one-step
procedure with no increase in early complications”. However, Hamada et al. conclude that “one-step
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SEMS placement for distal malignant biliary obstruction, as compared with two-step SEMS, had a
similar overall SEMS dysfunction rate, but was associated with a shorter time to dysfunction and a
higher rate of stent migration, despite having potential cost-effectiveness” There is no doubt that the
authors have a vast experience and thorough knowledge of malignant biliary obstruction.
Nevertheless, should they considered the above points, they would strengthen the manuscript.
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This is a retrospective analysis of the MBO patients who were treated by stents palliatively. Authors

compared the two types of stenting as single and two stage. The study includes valuable data but the

statistics should be checked again before clear comments. When I re-analysed the data, there were

some mistakes. P value for the comparison of technical success rate was reported as 0.58 but it should

be 1.0 and gender difference, hospital stay differences were reported as not-significant, but I found

them as p < 0.01 and p < 0.05, respectively. Survival and stent patency times were only given as

means and standard deviations should be added.
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Allocation of Single or Two-step group depends on patients” backgrounds due to its retrospective

nature. When CT shows pancreatic cancer with metastasis, many physicians decide to perform

single-step metal stent placement without hesitation, but, when CT shows hilar obstruction with no

metastasis, they perform temporary plastic stent placement. Although authors noted that there are no

differences between Single and Two-step groups, Single-step group of hilar obstruction is

significantly lower than that of Two-step group (22.4% vs. 46.3%, p = 0.03). Similarly, Single-step

group of pancreatic cancer is higher than that of Two-step group (59.2% vs. 31.7%, p = 0.016).

Single-step method may contribute shortening of hospital stay, but, this must be verified under the

uniformed patients” background. Authors should re-create study design and re-examine all statistical

analysis.




