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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 
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used like Roth’s net or Multi-prong forceps ? Discussion: Please discuss about sinus tract 

endoscopy.  Grammatical errors noted.   
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poorly written 13 Research methods and reporting. Authors should have prepared their 
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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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