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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	Pancreatic cancer is an aggressive tumour with non-specific, and often late, presentation. Because of this, treatment options are limited, and most patients are offered palliative care.  As a result, mortality is unacceptably high. In this respect, a case-report presented by the authors is really needed for medical community and research specialists. The article will add information to scientific pool of this aggressive pathology.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I would rather suggest “A case of peritonitis due to perforation of a hollow organ in a patient with unresectable pancreatic adenocarcinoma”. Management of peritonitis is always an emergency process, so I think the word “emergency” could be omitted. For this particular case, if I presented such a patient, I would not use the term “management” at all, as the treatment was very short and unsuccessful. However, I am not insisting, this is my opinion. Next, “following”. Personally, I am not sure that perforations of the small intestine in this patient were direct consequences of metastatic pancreatic tumour. What if it was an incidental intraoperative finding? 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	No, the abstract is not comprehensive. There are no any suggestions about the case of peritonitis presented. I think the Abstract is to be rewritten.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is correct, but it is not without flaws that I recommend to be corrected to increase the scientific power.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, the references list is not sufficient, and a lot of data given in the article were not supported by the sources. Besides, at least one citation (IV) is not appropriate.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors in this paper are describing the case of diffuse peritonitis with the late presentation, I think as a septic shock and metastatic tumour of the pancreas was found during the procedure. As for me, it is of little importance for this case, whether pancreatic carcinoma caused peritonitis, or it was just an intraoperative finding. The connection between two pathologies found in the abdomen on the exploration – perforated peritonitis and metastatic carcinoma – is possible but debatable. However, this uncertainty does not reduce the significance of the paper.  On the contrary, the authors can make the relationship between metastatic abdominal carcinoma and peritonitis as the main message of the paper, and discuss this connection, as well as late presentations of pancreatic cancer, in the Discussion section. Naturally, it should be reflected in both the Abstract and Conclusion. The information about the modern methods of diagnosing and treatment of pancreatic cancer is out of the scope of this research paper, in my opinion.

Besides the principal concerns, I included some small comments in the reviewer panel close to the text, and will submit this file also.
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