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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
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Compulsory REVISION comments It’s important from a scientific point of view that theclassification of acute leukaemia would be based on themore recent WHO 2008 classification. Moreover you addsome data on the Flt3 mutational status that is part of theWHO classification and so it appears at least incorrect tonot classify the disease according to a more modernclassification. Moreover, a correct evaluation needs alsodata on the other mutation like NPM1, and alsocytogenetic data on t (8;21), inv 16 and all the otherimportant chromosomal abnormalities we currently useto classify AML. This could clarify why you did not foundany Jak2 mutation (see Markova Leuk Lymphoma. 2009Sep;50(9):1448-60. doi: 10.1080/10428190903085951).About ALL subgroup there is not reported the MLLstatus.

We couldn't classify our patients with WHOclassification as we don't have facilities orbudget to bring all chromosomal Probes, as youknow Egypt in the past 2 years faced majorpolitical issues which affect our economyconsequently this reflected on our institutebudget so we used FAB classification.

Minor REVISION comments It’s should be clarify if the patients has “de novo” orsecondary AML and the clarification should be added inthe Methods section.There are different capital letter were there should notbe basing on the full stop position. In the sectionreferences there are some errors so it should beextensively reviewed.

All our  patients were denovo and this added inthe Methods section

Optional/General comments Moreover in 2010 Swaminathan has published on EJH aletter to the editor on this topic (doi:10.1111/j.1600-0609.2009.01359) underling the correlation between thet (8;21) and the presence of Jak V617F.It’s would be better to reduce the introduction whichappears to long.Moreover it’s imperative to consider that the article

I reduced the introduction
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could also be written in “letters to the editor” format, ifaccepted by the journal


