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being determined by “t-test analysis.” Because these 
outcomes are ordinal, parametric tests that assume 
normally distributed continuous data are generally 
inappropriate. A brief clarification of the statistical 
approach (including which tests were used for each 
endpoint) and consideration of nonparametric or ordi-
nal methods (e.g., Kruskal–Wallis/Mann–Whitney tests 
or ordinal regression) would strengthen the analytic 
validity.

3.	 Interpretation of IgE results and “comparable 
­efficacy” language. For serum OVA-specific IgE, the 
study group reduction versus the AR group is reported 
as not significant (p=0.81), and no difference is 
reported between the positive control and study groups 
(p=0.996). With n=10 per group, nonsignificance should 
not be interpreted as equivalence. If the intended 
claim is noninferiority or equivalence to intranasal 
steroids, this requires an a priori noninferiority/equiv-
alence framework (including margins and appropriate 
analyses). Otherwise, the discussion would benefit from 
more cautious wording, emphasizing that the immuno-
logic endpoint did not show a statistically detectable 
effect in this sample.

Dear Editor,
I read with great interest the article by Demir et al.1 enti-
tled “Effectiveness of topical intranasal curcumin in the 
experimentally induced allergic rhinitis model in rats,” 
which evaluates intranasal curcumin in an ovalbumin-in-
duced allergic rhinitis (AR) rat model. The study provides 
useful symptom and histopathological observations; how-
ever, several issues related to reporting consistency, 
statistical methodology, and citation accuracy warrant 
clarification to avoid overinterpretation of the findings.

1.	 Discrepancy in group reporting. The abstract states 
that forty rats were randomized into “five groups,” yet 
only four groups are listed (Sham, negative control, 
positive control, and curcumin), and the methods and 
tables likewise describe a four-group design. Clarifying 
whether a fifth group existed—and if so, reporting its 
rationale and data—or correcting the abstract would 
improve internal consistency and reproducibility.

2.	 Statistical constraints for ordinal outcomes. Several 
histopathological outcomes are graded as ordered 
categories (scores 0–3). In the Discussion, the nonsig-
nificant change in vascular congestion is described as 
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4.	 Citation mismatch and potential overstatement of 
human evidence. The manuscript states that “a ran-
domized double-blind study of 241 patients” showed 
symptomatic and airflow improvement with curcumin, 
citing this as reference 26. However, reference 26 cor-
responds to an animal study in guinea pigs.2 The correct 
reference for the 241-patient randomized, double-blind 
clinical trial is Wu and Xiao.3 Correcting this citation is 
important to prevent inadvertent misattribution of the 
human evidence base.

5.	 Local tolerability considerations. The Discussion notes 
a mild increase in goblet cell numbers in the curcumin 
group, speculating that this could reflect irritation or 
infection. Given the proposed translational promise 
of intranasal curcumin, local safety deserves explicit 
emphasis. It would be helpful to clarify whether any 
objective signs of infection were observed, and to 
acknowledge as a limitation that the absence of a 
“curcumin-only” healthy control group makes it diffi-
cult to disentangle potential irritant effects of the for-
mulation from disease-model-related changes.

In summary, the study’s symptomatic and histopatho-
logical improvements are encouraging, but address-
ing the above reporting, statistical, and citation issues 
would improve transparency and ensure that the conclu-
sions remain appropriately calibrated to the presented 
data.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Sincerely,
Kazim Okan Dolu
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