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The authors regret including the data of an article in the descriptive tables of the publication. Kumar et al., 2014 (Pancreas. 2014
November; 43(8): 1334e1339. https://doi.org/10.1097/MPA.0000000000000213) was included in a previous version of our manuscript, but
was omitted finally from our meta-analysis, because this study included only patients with suspected or infected walled-off pancreatic
necrosis and direct endoscopic necrosectomy was compared with a step-up approach of percutaneous catheter drainage. None of our meta-
analysis included data from the above-mentioned work, therefore the results and conclusions remain the same. One cohort on the other
hand (Spivak et al., 1998) unfortunately was not listed in Tables 1 and 2 by mistake, while it was included in the metaanalysis. Furthermore,
the publication year of some of the cited works and in one case the first author was incorrectly listed in our tables. Therefore, the following
corrections should be made:

Results of the selection process (p.133): second sentence: "Finally, 24 relevant articles were included … "
Characteristics of the studies included (p.133):
Second sentence: "One prospective observational study, two randomized controlled trials … "
Table 1 (p.134):
Keane et al., 2016.
Kumar et al., 2014 the entire row of table should be omitted.
Melman et al., 2009.
Ng et al., 1998.
Rana et al., 2014.
Saul et al., 2016.
Last line, third column: 992, fourth column 8625, fifth column 7615.
Table 2 (p.135):
Keane et al., 2016.
Kumar et al., 2014 the entire row of table should be omitted.
Melman et al., 2009.
Ng et al., 1998.
Rana et al., 2014.
Saul et al., 2016.
The following row should be added to Table 1 after row of Siddiqui et al., 2017:
Spivak et al., 1998 j retrospective j - 27 32 jN/A jN/A j Clinical and radiological resolution j 3 years (median)
DOI of original article: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pan.2019.10.006.
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The following row should be added to Table 2 after row of Sid-
diqui et al., 2017:

Spivak et al., 1998 j - NR NR j - 49 50 j - 8.7 8.3 j - H:7 B:4 T:12
P:14 H:11 B:7 T:6 P:8 j - NR NR

Supplementary figure 1: Studied included in the quantitative
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synthesis: 24.
Supplemental content 1: Kumar et al., 2014 line and Varca et al., 2018 line should be omitted.
Tables 1 and 2 at row Varadarajulu et al., 2008 is citing Varadarajulu S, Lopes TL, Wilcox CM, Drelichman ER, KilgoreML, Christein JD. EUS

versus surgical cyst-gastrostomy for management of pancreatic pseudocysts. Gastrointest Endosc 2008; 68(4):649e55.
The authors would like to express their deepest regret for any inconvenience might have caused by the above-mentioned mistakes.
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