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Review Form 1.7

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Isthetitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have
suggestion of additional references, please mention in the

review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to
provide additional suggestions/comments)

Yes

Yes

No

No

No

-the author should mention the species of animals used in the abstract section.

- in the methodology section how the could be reliable while the author used different doses for the treated
animals as one was 250and considered a low dose of aspartame while the second group was administerd 100
and considered the high dose. Moreover, doses of the protective substance was also different to both groups. It
lacks the basic concepts for scientific research as only one variable should be used and compared.

In some sections of methodology and results the author wrote liver sample????!!!l And the study is made on
renal tissue.

The whole manuscript needs to be revised carefully for grammatical and spelling mistakes and rewritten.

The figures of renal tissues are not adequate and not representative for the written results.

The discussion is too long, not explaining the findings for example the results of weight are not justified
as well as most of the results.

In fact the discussion is a repetition of the result without reasonable justification.

Most of the results paragraphs without referral to references.

The references used to extract the protective substance from leaves should be added.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?
No

Optional/Generalcomments
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