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PART 2:  

FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any) Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments 

1. From figure 1, there is no SD of weight. Are there significant differences between means of 
weights of these groups? 

2. From tables 1, 2, and 3, I thought they should not have been separated since they  shared 
the results from the control and the HAART groups. I combined them into a single table and I 
got this table 

 
 
Your data might be incorrect. See the columns 12CH and 30CH, all numbers except AST 
and ALT were the same including their p values. They are impossible. 

3. As you mentioned in 2.6 statistical analysis “p<0.05 was statistically significant”, thus p = 
0.051 was insignificant and should not have been *.  

4. From the tables, you should explain which groups were compared. As a reader, I guessed 
you compared between HAART and HAART with C. majus. Or did you actually compare 
between control group and other groups?  This should be described clearly. 

5. Although you have separated results from discussion, if you read them you would see some 
discussion in the results and some results in the discussion. 

6. About the clinical parameters, you should mention the effects of HAART on postural pattern, 
piloerection and stress manipulation in the introduction. This is necessary for readers to 
understand your results in line 140-143. Or you should describe your experimental study and 
evaluation the clinical parameters in section 2.5.2.  

7. I looked for a reason why HAART + Chel 12CH gave different results from HAART + Chel 
6CH and HAART + Chel 30CH, but I could not find any explanation. 

1. Figure 1 was replaced by table 1 with all 
data 

2. the data was actually incorrect and has 
been corrected 

3. Statistical analysis has been corrected 
4. n the table was added sentence 

explaining how the comparison was 
made (HAART with groups treated with 
Chelidonium) 

5. I made another attempt to separate 
results and discussion. 

6. was added in the introduction 
7. I would not have this explanation only 

the finding that they have different 
effects 

 


