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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

I agree with the author’s conclusion that this is the first study of Dp103 
serum level in breast carcinoma and controls, and this survey should be 
repeated in a larger scale. My other questions are: 
 

1) In the “Subject”, whether is this TNM staging cTNM or pTNM? Do 
the positive or negative (axillary?) lymph nodes all have 
pathological confirmation? Are there any M1 cases in this cohort?  

2) In table 4, there are two columns both labelled as “adjacent 
normal breast tissue n=10”, what is the difference? 

3) Are the serum levels of Dp103 and MMP9 also measured in 
normal and benign controls? What is the baseline for Dp103 and 
MMP9 (in the controls)? 

4) It appears that MMP9 showed a bigger difference between 
metastatic and non-metastatic breast cancer cases than Dp103? 
What is the explanation and significance of this? 

 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

 
Grammar and typo errors, for example: 

1) “higher” not “high” in line 130 
2) “ductal” not “duct” in line 67 
3) Phrases and sentences mixed up in “methodology” in abstracts   
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