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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 
You should design a prospective large-scale study since you have validated the values in 

the training cohort. Additionally you should maintain a longer follow-up period for 

rectal cancer since 3-years are not adequate to have safe conclusions for DFS (disease free 
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survival and OS (overall survival), a fact considered as a bias when estimating 

Kaplan-Meier curves, and it is not refereed in the discussion section of this manuscript. 

You should probably have followed-up patients from 2012 further and not until 2016 as 

you present. I believe that this point should either be set as cut-off point in your study, 

but this might create a small sample size, or you should prolong the follow-up period, or 

present an adequate explanation in the discussion section of your manuscript. Your 

ideas are original and well-documented. 
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 
The training and validation cohort couldn’t be understood only by the abstract, what are 

the meanings of them? If those terms will be used, then you should make clear in the 

abstract.  In introduction part; you should discuss why you need an adjustment by 
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using tumor size. In addition, you should add more references for this hypothesis. You 

should also discuss why you selected only rectum cancer and not colon cancers. In 

methods section, you don have to declare the number of patients, it should be present in 

“results” section. In methods section, it was still not understood why you study with 

two cohorts. Why did you use only “training cohort” for determining a cut of value? 

You excluded the patents history of neoadjuvant chemo, did you also exclude the ones 

who had neoadjuvant radiotherapy? What Was the selected diameter, radiological or 

pathological?  In results section, The metholodology starting with “According to the 

univariate analysis, age, TNM stage, differentiation, lymphovascular invasion,….” 

Should be discussed in methods section.     The discussion section should be revised 

and more information about the prognostic efficacy of lab workup should be added. 
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