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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

This study evaluate the prognostic impact of the tissue-based
protein expression of ADAM17 in node-negative breast cancer. The
result shows that the statistics are significant. However, some
methods and experimental results in this paper are unclear.
Therefore, the Compulsory REVISION comments are listed as
follows:

(1)
()

In Introduction: Please provide more related works about
node-negative breast cancer.

In Introduction: Line 72, authors say that there are few
reports of ADAM17.... Because their references only be
updated to 2011, we do not know if there are any new
researches between 2012 to 2017.

In Materials & Method: Line 86, please provide the “year” of
50 testing cases.

Please provide the flowchart for your proposed therapy in
Materials & Method section.

In Results: authors showed Fig. 1 directly, but forgot to explain
in Section 3.

In Results: Table 1, the p-value must be listed in each item.

In Discussion: OK! However, suggest to divide into several
sub-sections.

In References: Most of References are too old; the newest is
2011.

Total: The descriptions in article is too rough, especially in
section 2 and 3. The authors have to add more contents about
“Materials & Method” and “Experimental Results”.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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