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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
Aging Allografts and Donor-Recipient Age Mismatch in Liver Transplantation Hasjim BJ

et al have provided a retrospective study regarding the outcome of Aging Allografts and

Donor-Recipient Age Mismatch in Liver Transplantation. While overall studies do not

have a high novelty, certain key parameters do show a new insight about age-related

outcome of Liver transplant, such as graft- and infection-related mortality,

cardioneurovascular, or malignancy-related deaths in comparison with the age of the

patients. To add some key novelty to the manuscript, I would recommend the following

amendments to the manuscript and revising it before acceptance. Comments: 1) Table 1
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has a lot of significant data that affects mortality and provides guidance in choosing

appropriate Donor: recipient condition, which should be presented as a graph and

discussed in the results section, such as Anoxia, CNS tumor, CVA, Coronary artery

disease, Diabetes, Hypertension. I would advise adding those data in graphical form

with statistical analysis, with the addition of details in the result, and the discussion. 2)

The outcome of the manuscript has been known for a while in the field. To add a novelty

to the manuscript, please add group-specific details in the results and discussion

sections. E.g., specific result titles “Higher donor age had the highest rates of graft- and

infection-related mortality regardless of recipient age” or “older recipients are more

prone to malignancy-related mortality” will help to keep the manuscript with pinpoint

novel information. 3) Clarity of sentences is missing: e.g. Older donors, regardless of

recipient age, had higher rates of graft- and infection-related mortality (p
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
This study was a retrospective analysis from the large center and their finding was

meaningful from clinical point of view. We usually used MELD score or Child-score to

understand the patient’s condition and to predict the outcome preoperatively, however

by using their finding, we might predict the appropriate allocation compared to

previous period. The older age’s donor influenced to the graft function and complication

associated with infection. In other hand, the cardiovascular complication and the cancer

death were associated with older recipients. These factors were so important in case of

indicating transplantation (donor and recipient). Title, abstract and key words covered
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their contents well, especially in corer tips. Method was easily understood. All Results

were shown and easy to understand. Discussion was quite meaningful for their results,

but a little long to understand. If possible please summarize their discussion. Table

included a lot of data and a little difficult to understand. They cited all new references, I

have some comment. 1. This analysis of six group was a little complicated and how

about four group’s analysis (donor and recipient: older or younger) without middle age?

2. What was the reason for the infection related complication with elder age donor? 3.

DCD and LDLT were completely different in terms of cold ischemic time. How about

separating these factors? 4. There were a lot of influencing factors such as preoperative,

intraoperative and postoperative problems regarding the outcome after liver

transplantation. Did they analyze the immunosuppressant medicine (tacrolimus or

cyclosporine). This factor was known to be associated with infection and recurrence of

the disease by the previous literature. 5. I felt that there was a big difference between

pediatric and adult cases. Could you separate these patients? 6. They concluded that

elder donor and recipients would influence worse effect, so could they clarify the cut-off

value of age through their study? 7. They didn’t analyze intraoperative data such as

operating time, transfusion volume, and hemodynamic data at all. Was their analysis

valid?
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