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	REFEREE:	Reviewer	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	AE,	
The	manuscript	entitled	“Evaluation	of	BECN1	gene	expression	in	remission-induction
therapy	of	acute	myeloid	leukemia”	has	been	reviewed.	The	authors	have	reported
significantly	higher	expression	levels	of	BECN1	gene	in	AML	patients	compared	with	normal
controls	and	also	significantly	decreased	expression	levels	of	BECN1	in	AML	patients	with
complete	remission	compared	with	newly	diagnosed	patients.	Therefore,	they	suggest	this
gene	as	a	biomarker	to	evaluate	remission	status	and	as	a	new	target	to	improve	treatment
in	AML	patients.	The	manuscript	is	well	written.	However,	there	are	some	comments	as
follows:	
-	There	are	some	grammatical	and	syntax	errors	throughout	the	text,	that	need	to	be	edited.
-	Inclusion	and	exclusion	criteria	for	the	patients	and	controls	have	not	been	mentioned	in
the	manuscript.	
-	It	is	better	to	illustrate	the	results	of	the	association	between	BECN1	gene	expression	and
clinical	characteristics	(with	the	p	values)	in	the	table.	
-	The	first	few	sentences	in	the	discussion	are	a	repetition	of	the	introduction	contents.
There	is	no	need	to	repeat.	
-	In	the	discussion,	the	last	sentence	of	the	first	paragraph	is	“relapse	occur	in	nearly	60%
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of	elder	patients	and	>85%	of	patients”	Did	you	mean	>	85%	of	young	patients?	
-	Since	the	study	populations	is	very	small,	any	major	conclusion	and	generalization	of	the
findings	should	be	avoided.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	Associate	Editor	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	EIC,	
The	manuscript	entitled	“Evaluation	of	BECN1	gene	expression	in	remission-induction
therapy	of	acute	myeloid	leukemia”	has	been	reviewed.	The	authors	have	reported
significantly	higher	expression	levels	of	BECN1	gene	in	AML	patients	compared	with	normal
controls	and	also	significantly	decreased	expression	levels	of	BECN1	in	AML	patients	with
complete	remission	compared	with	newly	diagnosed	patients.	Therefore,	they	suggest	this
gene	as	a	biomarker	to	evaluate	remission	status	and	as	a	new	target	to	improve	treatment
in	AML	patients.	The	manuscript	is	well	written.	However,	there	are	some	comments	as
follows:	
-	There	are	some	grammatical	and	syntax	errors	throughout	the	text,	that	need	to	be	edited.
-	Inclusion	and	exclusion	criteria	for	the	patients	and	controls	have	not	been	mentioned	in
the	manuscript.	
-	It	is	better	to	illustrate	the	results	of	the	association	between	BECN1	gene	expression	and
clinical	characteristics	(with	the	p	values)	in	the	table.	
-	The	first	few	sentences	in	the	discussion	are	a	repetition	of	the	introduction	contents.
There	is	no	need	to	repeat.	
-	In	the	discussion,	the	last	sentence	of	the	first	paragraph	is	“relapse	occurs	in	nearly	60%
of	elder	patients	and	>85%	of	patients”	Did	you	mean	>	85%	of	young	patients?	
-	Since	the	study	population	is	very	small,	any	major	conclusion	and	generalization	of	the
findings	should	be	avoided.	
Thanks.

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(0)

Dear	Author,	
The	reviewers'	comments	are	mentioned.	Please	correct	the	details	as	mentioned	above
carefully	according	to	reviewers'	request.	
Thanks.	

31	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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Dear reviewers: 

Thanks for your great comments; the mentioned changes have been made:

Reviewers' Comments:

Q: There are some grammatical and syntax errors throughout the text, that needs to be edited.

R: This part has been revised. The text of the article has been edited.

Q: Inclusion and exclusion criteria for the patients and controls have not been mentioned in the 
manuscript.

R: This part has been revised. Inclusion criteria for patients and controls have been mentioned.

Q: It is better to illustrate the results of the association between BECN1 gene expression and 
clinical characteristics (with the p values) in the table.

R: The tables related to results of the association between BECN1 gene expression and clinical 
characteristics have been added.  

Q: The first few sentences in the discussion are a repetition of the introduction contents. There is
no need to repeat.

R: This part has been revised and these sentences have been removed from discussion part.

Q: In the discussion, the last sentence of the first paragraph is “relapse occur in nearly 60% of 
elder patients and >85% of patients” Did you mean > 85% of young patients?

R: we mean >85% of all AML patients. this part has been revised  and we have been explained this 
sentence in revision.

Q: Since the study populations is very small, any major conclusion and generalization of the 
findings should be avoided.

R: This part has been revised and we avoid from major conclusion and generalization of the findings 
in revision.

Associate Editor's Comments:

Q: There are some grammatical and syntax errors throughout the text, that needs to be edited.

R: This part has been revised. The text of the article has been edited.

Q: Inclusion and exclusion criteria for the patients and controls have not been mentioned in the 
manuscript.

R: This part has been revised. Inclusion criteria for patients and controls have been mentioned.
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Q: It is better to illustrate the results of the association between BECN1 gene expression and 
clinical characteristics (with the p values) in the table.

R: The tables related to results of the association between BECN1 gene expression and clinical 
characteristics have been added.  

Q: The first few sentences in the discussion are a repetition of the introduction contents. There is
no need to repeat.

R: This part has been revised and these sentences have been removed from discussion part.

Q: In the discussion, the last sentence of the first paragraph is “relapse occur in nearly 60% of 
elder patients and >85% of patients” Did you mean > 85% of young patients?

R: we mean >85% of all AML patients. this part has been revised  and we have been explained this 
sentence in revision.

Q: Since the study populations is very small, any major conclusion and generalization of the 
findings should be avoided.

R: This part has been revised and we avoid from major conclusion and generalization of the findings 
in revision.
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Revision	(1)

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

	

	REFEREE:	EIC	|	Revision	(1)

Dear	Author,	
The	document	is	reviewed	carefully	by	the	reviewers.	According	to	their	comments	and	your
revisions	as	requested,	this	manuscript	is	accepted.	
Thanks.	

14	Sep	2019
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