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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
In this study, the authors evaluated the long-term clinical safety and efficacy of TIPS combining with
other interventional treatments for patients with HCC and portal hypertension. the main idea is
interesting because there is limited data in this population. Comments 1 Some language polishing
need to be corrected. A native English speaker is required to proof the manuscript. 2 The sentence in
the introduction is very long. It should be summarized. 3 The “follow up” should be re-arranged. 4
References should be update.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
Interesting study with limited data in patients with cirrhosis and portal hypertension complicated
with HCC. 1) The “result” and “method” part should be clarify. The result (for example,
characteristics of included patients, tumors, treatment received) should be placed in the “result” part
of the manuscript. 2) The result of patients characteristics should be checked again. 3) What were the
indications for TIPS placement? It should be clearly stated.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
In this study, the authors describe the safety and efficacy of TIPS in patients with cirrhosis and portal
hypertension complicated with HCC. In my point of view, the main idea is interesting because there
is limited data in this population, however many parts of the manuscript are quite redundant and
needed major corrections. Moreover,it should be grammatically corrected and rewritten in a
universally-accepted format. 1. There are lots of grammatical errors throughout the text, especially
symbol errors. For example, in the first sentence of introduction “…deaths each year, The
mortality …” , should be replaced with. . 2. “The mortality rate of HCC in China was 37.55 and 14.45
per 100,000” .. What is the exact rate? Should it be only one number? 3. “HCC often stems from
hepatitis B cirrhosis and combines with portal hypertension [2], such as the digestive tract
hemorrhage and/or refractory ascites (or hydrothorax) [8, 9]; Patients with portal hypertension
symptoms often have no opportunity to receive radical surgery or liver transplantation, even for
interventional treatments, which adds importance to the treatment of portal hypertension symptoms
that becomes urgent and core problem on that occasion” .. These sentences are quite redundant and
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contain lots of errors, for example the symbol “;”. 4. The next sentence in the introduction is very long.
It should be summarized. And the rest part of the introduction should be corrected as well. 5. In the
introduction, simple should be written as sample. 6. The authors included 209 of 261 patients for
analysis. Why did the authors choose this group of population? What happened with the rest of
patients? 7. In my opinion, the authors has combined the “result” of this study with the “method”
part. The result (for example, characteristics of included patients, tumors, treatment received) should
be placed in the “result” part of the manuscript. 8. The result of patients characteristics contain a lot
of grammatical and symbol errors. 9. What were the indications for TIPS placement? It should be
clearly stated. 10. Why did the authors choose 5 years as a cutoff point for prognosis determination?
11. The first part of “therapeutic methods” is quite confusing. What is the main objective of this
paragraph, to explain how to do the procedure or the describe how did the included patients receive
the procedure? This should be rewritten. 12. What is the meaning of “1-11 times for each case.”? 13.
The figure legend should be placed at the lase part of the text. And hepatitis c should be written as C.
There are some spelling and symbol errors in the figure legend as well. 14. What is the meaning of
“the end of death”? 15. The “follow up” should be rewritten and proofread by persons with
experience in academic English writing. 16. What was the main objective of this study? It should be
firstly described in the result part. 17. The pre-TIPS PSG was very low (3.87). I am surprised that this
low pressure gradient could cause the symptoms of portal hypertension. 18. What was the unit of
pressure gradient that the authors measured? Normally, we use mmHg. 19. The part 3 of the result
should be rewritten. The authors should points out the important point from the analysis in the text.
And, in my opinion, it is not necessary to report the survival and restenosis every year from 1-5.
Again, there are symbol errors. 20. In the last part of the result, the authors should state the important
and main finding of their study in the proper and universal pattern. Did the authors perform
regression analysis of their data? The detailes causes of death should be explained. 21. Unfortunately,
I don’t understand the main idea, including the result, of this manuscript very well. Therefore, I
couldn’t make a comment on the discussion part right now. I would suggest the authors to revise the
manuscript first and send it back for second revision. However, a lots of grammatical and symbol
errors are n
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