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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	A well written paper on a not uncommon problem in cancer management, with clear suggestions on the management which could be life saving.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but one small point in the sexual difference of the incidence of DPD, which I had remarked in the reviewed version complete with a table. This is my addition and it is up to the editor to accept or reject it.

However, the high incidence of DPD in women appeared to be due to the high number of female cancers recruited in this study, 86 female cancers versus 17 male cancers. If we readjust the incidence to percentage of the actual cancers and not by the crude total numbers per sex we would find the opposite. For male cancers the incidence of fully proficient DPD was 23.5% versus female cancers’ 34.9%, while male cancers’ DPD partial deficiency was 76.4% versus female cancers’ 63.9%. The absence of total loss of function in the 17 male cancers is not surprising, granted the known rarity of such phenotype. (Table II) 

Table II showing percentage of DPD proficiency and deficiency among male and female.

No. of patients

DPD proficient

(percentage)

DPD deficient (percentage)

Partial 

Complete 

Male 

17

4 (23.529%)

13 (76.471%)

Nil 

Female

86

30 (34.884%)

55 (63.953%)

1 (1.163%)

DPD, Dihydropyrimidine dehydrogenase.

 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a valuable paper except the number of male cancers is rather small at 17. In most countries the male incidence of cancer exceed female except in the thyroid, breast, and reproductive organs so that the total number of cancers are more balanced between the two sexes. This, might be another interesting point to bring up, but we need bigger numbers in a multi-center study.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No
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