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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

In this study, the authors performed a systematic review and meta-analysis on the association
between prophylactic oophorectomy during primary colorectal cancer resection and risk of local
recurrence and overall 5-year mortality. Rationale and aim for conducting this meta-analysis on this
topic are clear. However I have several concerns as follow: 1 Methods: Data synthesis and
analysis “A HR of less than 1.00 represented worse survival for the experimental group (for example
oophorectomy) versus the control group (no oophorectomy).” We should say : “A HR of more than
1.00 represented worse survival ... ... ”or “ A HR of less than 1.00 represented better survival ... ... 7,
when compared the oophorectomy group with the control group (no oophorectomy). 2 Results:

Study selection “There were 4 studies6,15,16,17 that could be included in the quantitative

synthesis... ... .” In this sentence, there is a mistake in citation, it should be “There were 4 studies6,
14,15,16... ...”. 3 Table 2 should be re-edited, excess vertical lines and horizontal lines should be
removed.




