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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

This is a timely review. One possible addition is that this lesson can be extended to the
other cancers (such as head and neck, lung, urological and gynecological malignancy)
having HER2 amplification in a significant portion (greater than ALK in lung cancer I
assume). Universal screening of HER2 would be one of the directions the author can
mention and provide their same kind of insights.

Response from authors:

The incidence of HER2 amplification in lung cancer is 2-6%?, which is less frequent
that ALk rearrangements. HER2 amplification is rarely seen in head and neck cancer?.
Rates of HER2 amplification are higher in gynaecological and urological malignancies
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but are variable and results from clinical trials so far have been negative and have not
changed clinical paradigms.3>* Therefore, as specialists in gastrointestinal cancers, we
have not discussed universal HER2 screening and have instead focused our review on
the innate differences between GOC and breast cancer, where HER2 testing plays a
role in therapy.
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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS
It is a good review, but I did not see the Figure one, pls add it to the draft.

Response from authors:

Figure 1 has been added to the manuscript.




