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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer's comment

Author’'s com ment (if
agreed with reviewer, correct
the manuscript and highlight
that part in the manuscript. It
is mandatory that authors
should write his/her
feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION
comments

1. Interesting work, but no evidence of cardioprotection. The authors should revisit
the title and emphasis. For this reviewer, the extracts have an effect on CV markers,
rather than cardioprotection.

2. The results section is rather long and can be easily shortened. The role of
resveratrol, being such a novel topic, does not add much to the paper. Consider
removing data on resveratrol and placing emphasis on the extracts.

3. A table presenting body weight, heart-liver-kidney weights, (instead of figures) as
well as the organ to body weight ratios and weight gain would be easier to follow.
Ethical issues: There is no indication whether ra  ts were cared for according

to the recommendations of the NIH or Helsinki guide lines (or Institutional
Research and Animal Care guidelines).

Minor REVISION
comments

1. Figures can be improved for clarity. For figure symbols, use letters, instead of ###.
2. Present the experimental groups in table form, rather than listing.

3. Rationale why the concentration of DOX used should be mentioned. Is the dose of
DOX representative of the clinical setting?

4. First statement of Discussion needs a reference.

Optional /General
comments

Overall, the paper is generally well-written. Still room for improvement. Hopefully,
JAMPS will provide some editorial assistance on sentence structure.
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