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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

The authors report a technique of Percutaneous endoscopic necrosectomy (PEN) for
wall-off pancreatic necrosis (WON) as an alternative option for surgical necrosectomy in
an 88-year-old man with satisfactory outcome. PEN is not a new technique for WON
recommended in the lesion located more than 40mm away from the luminal surface
(reference No.9). However, the key point in this report is to emphasize the favorable
outcome in the very old and frailty patient that is worth to be published. There are a lot
of minor mistakes in terms of misspell, redundant, grammar and spacing For example :
For misspell : indivisuals should be individuals, An 88-year-old maln should be man
For redundant : Therefore, as a treatment option, therefore, we selected percutaneous
endoscopic necrosectomy in older patients with WON developing in the retroperitoneal
space. There are 2 therefore. For grammar : percutaneous endoscopic necrosectomy
can an alternate approach to surgical necrosectomy should be percutaneous endoscopic
necrosectomy can BE an alternate approach to surgical necrosectomy A lot of spacing
mistake in referenced 10. For example : Bakken JC, Baron TH. Use of partially covered

and fully covered selfexpandable metallic stents to establish percutaneous access for
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Authors have described a case Percutaneous endoscopic necrosectomy for walled-off
necrosis in the retroperitoneal space. A percutaneous endoscopic necrosectomy was
performed 3 days after stenting. Why authors had performed necrosectomy after 3-days ?
A total of 10 necrosectomies were performed over 2 months. Why authors had
performed necrosectomy over 2-months ? Snare forceps (SnareMaster Plus 25mm;
Olympus.) were used to bluntly remove the nectrotic materials. Any other accessories
used like Roth’s net or Multi-prong forceps ? Discussion: Please discuss about sinus tract

endoscopy. Grammatical errors noted.
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1 Title. Does the title reflect the main subject/hypothesis of the manuscript? yes 2

Abstract. Does the abstract summarize and reflect the work described in the manuscript?
yes 3 Key Words. Do the key words reflect the focus of the manuscript? yes 4
Background. Does the manuscript adequately describe the background, present status
and significance of the study? The standard of care was open surgery many years ago.
Now we know that we should use the step up approach. There have been larger series
published on this subject. 5 Methods. Does the manuscript describe methods (e.g.,
experiments, data analysis, surveys, and clinical trials, etc.) in adequate detail? No, but
this is not necessary in a case report 6 Results. Are the research objectives achieved by
the experiments used in this study? What are the contributions that the study has made
for research progress in this field? See 5 7 Discussion. Does the manuscript interpret the
findings adequately and appropriately, highlighting the key points concisely, clearly and
logically? Are the findings and their applicability /relevance to the literature stated in a
clear and definite manner? Is the discussion accurate and does it discuss the paper’s

scientific significance and/or relevance to clinical practice sufficiently? There is no
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technical hint on how to do the procedure. The discussion repeats statements made
earlier in the manuscript 8 Illustrations and tables. Are the figures, diagrams, and tables
sufficient, good quality and appropriately illustrative, with labeling of figures using
arrows, asterisks, etc, and are the legends adequate and accurately reflective of the
images/illustrations shown? Figure 1 ist of high quality. Figure 2 is of limited quality 9
Biostatistics. Does the manuscript meet the requirements of biostatistics? None required
10 Units. Does the manuscript meet the requirements of use of SI units? None required
11 References. Does the manuscript appropriately cite the latest, important and
authoritative references in the Introduction and Discussion sections? Does the author
self-cite, omit, incorrectly cite and/or over-cite references? Important literature on the
subject has been cited 12 Quality of manuscript organization and presentation. Is the
manuscript well, concisely and coherently organized and presented? Is the style,
language and grammar accurate and appropriate? Unfortunately the manuscript is
poorly written 13 Research methods and reporting. Authors should have prepared their
manuscripts according to BPG’s standards for manuscript type and the appropriate
topically-relevant category, as follows: (1) CARE Checklist (2013) - Case report; (2)
CONSORT 2010 Statement - Clinical Trials study, Prospective study, Randomized
Controlled trial, Randomized Clinical trial; (3) PRISMA 2009 Checklist - Evidence-Based
Medicine, Systematic review, Meta-Analysis; (4) STROBE Statement - Case Control
study, Observational study, Retrospective Cohort study; and (5) The ARRIVE Guidelines
- Basic study. For (6) Letters to the Editor, the author(s) should have prepared the
manuscript according to the appropriate research methods and reporting. Letters to the
Editor will be critically evaluated and only letters with new important original or
complementary information should be considered for publication. A Letter to the Editor
that only recapitulates information published in the article(s) and states that more

studies are needed is not acceptable? Unfortunately the new Information in this
8
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manuscript is very limited 14 Ethics statements. For all manuscripts involving human
studies and/or animal experiments, author(s) must submit the related formal ethics
documents that were reviewed and approved by their local ethical review committee.
Did the manuscript meet the requirements of ethics? I cannot say, as it appears to be in
Japanese The collegues describe the case of an old patient with retroperitoneal WON,
which was treated by drainage und then via a stent endoscopically. He did not recover
well and had to be transferred to another hospital after 6 month. The technique was
described previously. The case is impressive for the extent of the necrosis, but
nevertheless no new finding is mentioned. Unfortunately the language is of limited

quality, resulting in potential missunderstandings.
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