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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (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 
 

 
In this study the authors wanted to demonstrated that  a polyherbal formulation- 
ZPC had anti- diabetic effect in Wistar rats. 
Major comments 

 
1. The number of animals per group analyzed by the authors is a bit low. Is it 

possible to increase it? 
2. The authors used the one way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with Duncan 

post hoc test to analized the results. The authors observed two variables, 
the time duration of treatments and the different kind of treatment. So 
there are two variable. In my opinion the authors should use the two way 
ANOVA test. 

3. In the tables it is not clear what the letters refer to. The authors should 
better explain the statistical significance and the meaning of CHLOR in 
the caption. 

4. In the discussion section, the mechanism of action explained by the 
authors is questionable. It is not very convincing that ZPC as an 
antioxidant has the ability to regenerate pancreatic beta cells.In support 
of this hypothesis it is not possible to find the bibliographic number . 24 

1. It is not possible to increase the number of animals. The study is 
done.5 subjects per group is sufficient for statistical analysis 
 
2. Our focus is the effect of the different kinds of treatment and not 
necessarily the duration of treatment 
3. it is stated there that mean values having different alphabets as 
superscripts are statistically different. CHLOR represents 
chlorpropamide  
 
4. the explanation is not definitive. It was only a suggestion 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Minor comments 
1. The introduction section is too long. It should be shorter and more 

concise. 
2. Line 103: The food and water was replaced …...were replaced….. 
3. Reduce the subtitles   2.6.1.1…...2.6.1.2 
4. Line 195: PZC? 
5. Enter the statistical significance (p <0.05) at the end of the sentence. 
6. Always put the author's name and not the bibliographic entry in the 

sentence. For example, line 269: According to Mathe, J. D., (1995)….. 

Done  

Optional/General comments 
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