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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 
 

Authors state “ADAM 17 was independent”, the expression 
“independent” should be reserved for an independent prognostic value, 
obtained by multivariate statistical analysis and included in prognostic 
survival studies (by cox regression analysis). The use of such expression 
in another context is confusing.  
Authors should follow the usual description “..Present results show that 
ADAM 17 did not present a statistical significant relationship with age, 
……” Moreover authors should include p values in table 1 in order to 
clarify their results. 
 
Regarding association of ADAM expression with grade and other 
histopathological variables (except for lymph node status), authors 
should present association only among node negative cases as this is 
the major goal of present work. The lack of such clarification could 
induce erroneous conclusion by the readers.  
Discussion should be altered in agreement of the new presentation of 
the results. 
 
Conclusions are too ambitious having into account the results achieved 
by authors. Authors are invited to be more objectives and getting 
conclusions in consonance with their results. 
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