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1. First I should mention that this article is full 

of grammatical errors and certainly needs to 

be revised by a professional medical editor. 

2. This article does not have any novel message 

to convey.  The beneficial effects of turmeric 

and black cumin have already been shown in 

several animal and human studies. 

3. The way the data are presented in the tables 

is confusing and not optimal. I suggest the 

authors to consult a biostatistician to 

improve the presentation of their data.  
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Yes, but comparison between them has not 
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Instead of writing P<0.05, it is better to mention the exact 

p-value levels. 
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