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Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
Comments	to	the	author:	
1-	There	are	some	grammar	mistakes.	It	needs	to	be	revised	by	a	person	familiar	with
English	language.	
2-	The	cells	were	treated	for	72	hours.	The	authors	should	express	why	they	selected	72
hours.	
3-	The	data	related	to	the	260/280	absorption	of	the	samples	should	be	expressed	in	the
results	not	the	section	of	the	materials	and	method.	
4-	The	authors	should	use	the	pfaffl	method	for	the	analysis	of	real-time	data.	The	2Δcct
method	is	not	very	accurate.	
5-	The	melting	curve	data	showed	that	the	product	of	GAPDT	and	PTCH1	were	probably
dimer	primers.	The	more	obvious	figures	from	the	melting	curve	should	be	showed	by	the
authors.	Furthermore,	they	should	show	the	Figure	related	to	the	electrophoresis	of	PCR
products	on	agarose	gel.	
6-	The	figure	2	which	is	about	the	electrophoresis	of	RNA	products	on	agarose	gel	is
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removed	from	the	manuscript.	It	does	not	need	to	be	showed	this	figure.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author	
Please	revise	your	manuscript	according	to	the	comments	and	resubmit	it	again.	
Thanks.

4	Aug	2019
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Revision	(1)

Reply	to	Reviewers

Ideally,	 the	 reviewing	process	can	significantly	 improve
the	submitted	manuscripts	by	allowing	the	authors	to	take
into	account	the	advice	of	reviewers.	Author(s)	must	reply
to	all	reviewers'	comments	in	a	separate	Word	file,	point
by	point.	A	"Reply	to	Reviewers"	document	is	submitted
along	 with	 revised	 manuscript	 during	 submission	 of
revised	files,	summarizing	 the	changes	 that	 the	authors
made	 in	 response	 to	 the	 reviewers'	 comments.	 The
responses	 to	 reviewers'	 comments	 specifies	 how	 the
authors	addressed	each	comment	the	reviewers	made.

You	 can	 read	 the	 authors'	 responses	 to	 the	 reviewers'
comments	in	the	next	page.
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October 9, 2019

Manuscript: 92661

Title: Evaluation of the Gene Expression of Hedgehog Signaling Pathway

Components in Response to Quinacrine in MDA-MB 231 Cells

Dear Professor Mohammad Esmaeil Akbari

Editor-in-Chief,

We would like to thank the reviewers for their careful evaluation of the manuscript
and their constructive critiques. We have revised the manuscript according to the
reviewers’ comments.   Below is our point-by-point response to the reviewers’
critiques/suggestions:

1- There are some grammar mistakes. It needs to be revised by a person

familiar with English language.

The sentence structure and grammar of manuscript has been improved.

2- The cells were treated for 72 hours. The authors should express why they

selected 72 hours.

The selected treatment time, 72 hours, was determined based on a pilot study
and was the optimum time point for the evaluation of gene expression.

3-  The  data  related  to  the 260/280 absorption  of  the  samples should  be

expressed in the results not the section of the materials and method.

This data was moved to the results section.

4- The authors should use the pfaffl method for the analysis of real time data.

The 2ΔCCt method is not very accurate.

Real  time data  analysis  was  reevaluated using  the  method of  Pfaffl  and the
results are presented as: 
SMO gene expression: fold: −2.1 ± 0.1 and p=0.007
PTCH1 gene expression: fold: -12.5 ± 0.1 and p=0.059

5- The melting curve data showed that the product of GAPDH and PTCH1
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were probably  dimer primers.  The more obvious figures from the melting

curve should be showed by the authors. Furthermore, they should show the

Figure related to the electrophoresis of PCR products on agarose gel.

The figure with higher resolution of the melting point was replaced (figure 2) and
the figure of agarose gel electrophoresis of PCR products is shown in Figure 3,
also.

6-  The  figure  2  which  is  about  the  electrophoresis  of  RNA  products  on

agarose gel is removed from the manuscript. It does not need to be showed

this figure.

As the comment, figure 2 (the electrophoresis of RNA products on agarose gel) is
taken from the manuscript.

We  hope  that  we  have  satisfactorily  addressed  the  reviewers’
critiques/suggestions, and that our revised manuscript now merits publication in
International Journal of Cancer Management.

Sincerely,

Correspond author

2

Int J Cancer Manag. Open Peer Review; e92661. Page 6 of 7



OPEN	PEER	REVIEW

Revision	(1)

Here,	you	can	see	the	Reviewers,	Associate	Editors
and	EICs'	comments	from	the	beginning	to	the	end	of	the
revision	process.

	

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	EIC,	
Comments	to	the	authors:	
The	text	of	manuscript	needs	to	be	revised.	There	are	the	grammar	mistakes	yet.	
Thanks.	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	Author,	
This	is	my	pleasure	to	announce	you	that	your	article	has	been	accepted	by	the	editorial
committee	after	peer	review	in	the	International	Journal	of	Cancer	Management	(IJCM).
Hopefully,	it	will	be	published	in	future	issues.	
Thanks.

9	Feb	2020

15	Feb	2020
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