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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

This review focuses on the treatment of recurrent HCC with a very clear and logical
framework. However, it is clear that the author has not yet finished writing this article,
and there is still much to add and revise: 1. As far as I know, this review is not a
mini-review, so the length of this article is obviously not enough. In addition, the
number of references cited by the author is also obviously insufficient to prove the views
in the article. The authors should do further literature reading to enrich and supplement
the content of the article. 2. The full text format is not uniform, for example, some places
after the subtitle line break and some places do not. It is recommended that the author
carefully check and ensure the same format to avoid readers' confusion. In addition,
please ensure that there are no traces of comments in the article. 3. It is mentioned in the
abstract that there are few treatment methods for HCC recurrence after liver
transplantation, and appropriate examples can be given. The last part of the abstract
should be a brief overview of the writing purpose and main content of the article. 4. The
introduction should be supplemented with epidemiological investigations on HCC

recurrence. The authors should briefly describe the available treatments for HCC
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recurrence in different conditions as an outline below. In addition, authors should
specify the difference between primary treatment and recurrent treatment of HCC to
avoid misunderstanding. 5. The article mentions many times that there is no or
insufficient evidence to prove that a treatment is effective, which makes the content of
the article unconvincing. 6. There is no conclusion part in this article, and the author
does not discuss the development prospects and obstacles of HCC recurrence treatment,
which makes the article incomplete and lacks the author's own thinking. 7. The
therapeutic methods listed in this article are not innovative, and the authors should
supplement the existing cutting-edge research results on the treatment of HCC after
recurrence. 8. I don't see any figure or table in this article, which is not conducive to
readers' intuitive understanding of the content of the article. I hope the author can

supplement it.



