
The reviewer response regarding the revised manuscript: 

The reviewer is not satisfied with author correction and some point need to be 

address: 

The authors need to cited the previous article with title "Study of efficacy of ischemia 

reversal program (IRP) in ischemic heart disease (IHD) patients with VO2max and 

Duke’s treadmill score" that published by International Journal of Basic & Clinical 

Pharmacology in 2018  in the introduction part. This citation gives more evidence 

base for the present study outcome.  

The authors need to focus on the introduction part and rewriting regarding the relation 

of IRP on Duke’s treadmill score and the relation between Panchakarma with diet 

???? 

Check the reference 16/ Huang H, Lai S, Wan Q, et al. Astragaloside IV protects 

cardiomyocytes fromanoxia/reoxygenation injury by up regulatingthe 

expressionofHes1 protein. Can J Physiol Pharmacol 2016;94:542–53.  

Reference 16 already citation in previous original manuscript and it's about a 

traditional Chinese medicine. The reviewer advise the author to explain the relation 

between the Astragaloside IV and  Panchakarma. 

Page 2, line 61, the authors mention "The patients followed diet chart/plan of 1000-

1200 kcal/day" No information regarding the diet chart or how the authors collected 

diet chart data by patients report or by diary recording daily?  The authors need to 

clarify this part how they can calculate this amount? 

No information regarding the study protocol and by whom was approved (Scientific 

ethic committee). Also no information regarding the consent form that should be 

gives prior to participation in the study. It is written or verbal? ?  The authors need to 

clarify this part??? 

In Statistical analysis the author need to add this part that the "Data was non-normal 

so non parametric test were used". 

The authors mention that "As mentioned earlier in introduction part that some effects 

of panchkarma takes time to come into effect. This is personal experience of 



Ayurvedic physicians that significant effects are seen after 90 days." The reviewer 

suggests adding reference citation. 

In page 7, line 185 "the authors mention for the same". The authors mention that "For 

the same” means treatment available for IHD and HTN. The reviewer suggests to add 

this part to the discussion part and make change. (no correction was made in the 

revised manuscript) 

Needs to mention other study done in India or other part of the world using 

Panchakarma therapy?? 

In page 7, line 186 to line 190, the authors did not mention even one reference, need 

rephrasing and rewriting.  

Page 7, line 191 to 197, need to move to introduction part. 

The authors' response "Dukes interpretation is already provided from line no. 197 to 

205 with citation of literature." The reviewer suggest that Page 7, line 207 to 212, 

need to move to methods part and no need to mention the score in discussion part but 

the authors can rephrasing this part and mention the citation in the discussion part. 

The author mention in page 8, line 208 "Studies have shown that improvement in 

these parameters is associated with better prognosis in 208 patients of IHD with 

history of HTN". The reviewer suggests to rephrasing page 8, line 216 to "Similar 

Studies have shown that improvement in these parameters is associated with better 

prognosis in patients of IHD with history of HTN". 

 

 


