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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

1) line 108-109. The authors are recommended to 
demonstrate the prediction ability of AFP as 
well. 

2) Line 130-131. At these cut off levels, sCD25 
may show the higher sensitivity than that of 
AFP, but it is at the cost of lower specificity. 
Indeed, AUC of sCD25 was lower than that of 
AFP. This conclusion can not be justified. At 
least the authors have to compare the 
sensitivities of two markers at the values 
providing the same specificities. 

3) Line 153-154. In order to conclude the absence 
of correlations between these two markers, the 
authors are recommended to demonstrate the 
scatter plot of these markers showing the 
correlation coefficient of the whole cohort.   

 
 

1. The prediction ability of AFP is 
already mentioned in the following 
two lines (high lightened) 

2. We totally agree with the reviewer’s 
opinion. So we added a new 
paragraph in the text explaining 
how cut-offs were chosen and 
comparing sensitivities when 
specificities are equal and 
justification of our conclusion (high 
lightened). 

3. Correlation coefficient (r) and (P) 
were mentioned in the text (high 
lightened).  

Minor REVISION comments 
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