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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This paper investigated Effect and safety of sorafenib in patients with intermediate 

hepatocellular carcinoma who received TACE.  The manuscript is well presented and of 

interest. The study was done well and their results can contribute to knowledge of this 

topic.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

The study needs minor revision see the revised article
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS 

This is an interesting, well-written study, regarding the efficacy and safety of sorafenib 

in hepatocellular cancer. The main weakness is retrospective study design; certainly a 

prospective randomized trial would be preferable and this issue should be discussed in 

the Discussion section of the main text. However, since data regarding the 

administration of sorafenib in this clinical setting is scarce, the present paper should be 

accepted for publication after minor revision according to the following comments.   - 

Cohort studies should be prospective. Hence, the last part of the title should be changed: 

“A retrospective cohort study” should be changed to “A retrospective comparative 

study”.  - Abstract, Background, line 1: HCC is not “the most common and malignant 

cancer in the world”; please rephrase. - Abstract, Results, line 1: It is really questionable 

whether the authors should use only “median overall survival” or other measures of 
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survival as well (e.g. overall survival rate). This comment also applies to the “Results” 

section of the main text. - Abstract, Conclusion, lines 2-4: The sentence beginning with 

“To achieve a better…” is not a conclusion. Hence, it should be either removed or 

rephrased. - Introduction, 1st paragraph: The epidemiological data provided in this 

paragraph are in part inaccurate and thus misleading: HCC is the 5th most common 

cancer and the 2nd cause of cancer-related mortality worldwide but only in men; in 

women it is only 9th and 6th, respectively. Furthermore, the authors should add some 

more information regarding geographical variations of HCC around the world (see: 

Torre LA, Bray F, Siegel RL, Ferlay J, Lortet-Tieulent J, Jemal A. Global cancer statistics, 

2012. CA Cancer J Clin. 2015;65:87-108).  - Page 3, line 15: This study is a retrospective 

comparative study, not a systematic review; the term systematic review refers to 

secondary analyses of published studies. - Page 4, line 14: “treated as” should be 

changed to “were included in”. - Page 4, line 15: “were treated as” should be changed to 

“were included in”. - Page 7, last paragraph entitled “Treatment responses”: This 

paragraph should be re-written in order to make comparisons of treatment responses 

between the two groups of patients more visible: CR of one group vs. CR of the other, PR 

of one group vs. PR of the other etc. - Page 10. Line 2: The acronyms ORR and DCR 

should be written in full. - Page 10: As mentioned earlier, the authors should discuss the 

main weakness, i.e. retrospective study design, as well as the strengths of the study, 

preferably just before the last paragraph, which presents the main conclusions of the 

study. 


