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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

I read the manuscript “Oral chemotherapy for second-line treatment in patients with 

gemcitabine-refractory advanced pancreatic cancer with interesting.  This is a 

well-written retrospective analysis and I have made some comments to improve the 
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manuscript. Introduction: The information is good. However, need some minor English 

review. Methods: Well done. Unfortunately, the number of included patients is very 

small. If it is possible, would be great to include more patients from other institutions 

and made a multicenter retrospective study. Results: The results showed similar efficacy. 

However, the capecitabine group had significant more hand-foot syndrome than S-1 

group. If the author’s need to recommend one treatment. Which one they will 

recommend? Please include this in the discussion. Discussion: Author’s should discuss 

their limitations in detail, such as retrospective design and small number of patients. 

Conclusion: Well done. I think the higher number of hand-foot syndrome in the 

capecitabine group should be included in the conclusion. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

1. In the introduction section, the authors states that “To date, there is no standard 

guideline for second-line treatment of gemcitabine-refractory pancreatic cancer patients 

with poor performance status.”. Can they provide a reference to support this statement 
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since this is a key background for the study? Also for “Capecitabine, a prodrug of 5-FU, 

is one of the most commonly used second-line agents after gemcitabine failure.”? 2.

 “S-1 is an another oral drug that is a combination of….”. Since S-1 is a group of 

drugs, it cannot be called an…drug. 3. The characteristic of patients have been 

summarized in Table 1, the authors do not need to explain the information in context.  4.

 The discussion section should be re-written. The discussion of “immune checkpoint 

inhibitors” and “molecular targeting drugs.” appears to be too abrupt without linking 

contexts. Some discussions are not closely related to the study. The authors should focus 

on discussing the reasons and mechanisms regarding differences in the efficacy and 

toxicities of capecitabine and S-1.  
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