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Very Nice review. Complete And original. I would sugest to add in The discussion The percutaneous

approach with baloon dilatation.
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In this review article, the authors compare endoscopic papillary balloon dilatation and endoscopic

sphincterotomy for bile duct stones. The idea is good. However, a series of similar review articles in
the same topic have been published in this Journal (WJG) and many Journals (e.g. W]G 2015;2:7289,
WJG 2014;20:5548, WJG 2013;19:8580, WJG 2013;19:8258, 2012;4:180, and BMC Gastroenterol.
2015;15:59, Gastroenterol Res Pract. 2015;2015:839346, Int ] Clin Exp Med. 2015;8:8025). It is suggested

to submit the paper to other relevant journals.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

In this review the authors discuss the reported differences in efficacy, safety and long term prognosis
of EST and EPBD in patients with bile duct stones. I think that although they cite all the studies, they
just report the results of each study separately without making any comment.

No conclusion -

suggestion is provided. There are at least two meta analyses published in recent years (one is just

reported) the conclusions of which should be reported and analysed. The reader must understand,

according to the accumulated evidence, which is the best method and which would be the suitable

patient for each method.




