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COMMENTS TO AUTHORS

This manuscript addresses an important research question -- Whether autophagy inhibitor can
inhance the radio-sensitivity in treating locally advanced rectal cancer. The experimental design
regarding outcome measures chosen seems well considered. Regarding statistical aspects of the
design, analysis, data presentation and interpretation, some clarifications and more details will be
very helpful for readers to further understand the data presented in the manuscript: 1. The
experimental design involves 3 factors: Cell lines (2 levels), treatment groups (8 levels), measurement
time points (6 time points). Within cell lines, 3 concentrations were used. For RT, 3 active dose levels
were used. This brings a total of more than 570 reads for one outcome measurement at different
combinations of these factors (levels). The experiment included 7 outcome measurements. For each of
the outcome measurement, authors didn't present the whole picture of the data. It seems like authors
only reported selected combination(s) data for each measurement. This is suspicious to me that
authors were selecting the results and only report the ones that show "positive results" in the
manuscript. Without seeing the whole picture of the data, or number of multiple comparisons, it is
hard to distinguish whether the results presented in the manuscript is just by chance, or it is real.
Please clarify. 2. Authors didn't indicate how many replicates were conducted. This brings
question of whether the statistical analysis is appropriately conducted. 3. Not all outcome measures
are continuous (not to mention the normality assumption), for example, apoptotic -- binary, colony
forming assays -- binary. Student's test won't be appropriate for these measures. Further, based on
the design described in the text, this is really a ANOVA type of analysis for the normally distributed
measures, and multivariate logistic regression type of analysis for binary measures.
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