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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The manuscript by Kitamura and co-workers analyzes retrospectively electrocautery versus 

non-electrocautery dilation catheter in endoscopic ultrasonography-guided pancreatic fluid collection 

drainage. 28 patients (15 versus 13) were included in their analysis. The authors conclude from their 

data that the use of an electrocautery dilation catheter appears safe and contributes to a shorter 

procedure time. The manuscript is generally well written. The data are of interest, although it is a 

rather specialized topic. The major drawbacks are the retrospective nature of the study and the small 

cohort size. Any conclusion from the study has to be interpreted very cautiously.  ? Since the 

authors started without electrocautery and later introduced electrocautery, the difference in 

procedure time might have been related to experience with the procedure and not to the use of 

electrocautery. ? Could the authors plot procedure time over the years? Second, could the authors 

provide data regarding the time of the different steps of the procedure(s), e.g. how much time was 

used for dilatation in both groups. ? The benefit from electrocautery should be a reduction of 

bleeding complications, one would assume. However, no bleeding complication was encountered in 
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

Authors carried out total 28 EUS guided PFC drainage after 2010. In the first group, they did not use 

electrocautery (between 2010 and 2012) and  performed the procedures with a mean 52 minutes. 

After this experience (2012 - today) they changed their technique  and did the procedure with an 

electracautery witn a mean 30 minutes. They concluded that the second technique contributed to a 

shorter procedure time. How did the authors eliminated the learning curve effect of the procedure? 

The shorter procedure time can also be attributed to the increased experience of the clinicians. 
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A Good job.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The manuscript is related to electrocautery vs non-electrocautery dilation catheter in endoscopic 

ultrasonography-guided pancreatic fluid collections drainage. The manuscript is a simple, 

unremarkable, and retrospective analysis. It concluded that electrocautery dilatation catheter is as 

effective as non-electrocautery dilatation catheter.  I have several comments: 1.In each case, the 

authors used both internal and external drainage. But, the clinical failure rate was larger than 30%. It 

may indicate that such treatment is not superior to traditional percutaneous drainage. How did the 

authors explain about the higher failure rate.  2.The benefits of percutaenous drainage are the 

drainage tube may be with larger diameter, thus better drainage would be achieved. The authors may 

add a paragraph for discussion about this. Besides, how about the cost-effective EUS drainage vs 

percutaneous drainage. 3.The of EUS drainage could provide a more comfortable drainage compared 

with percutaneous drainage. 
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