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PART  1: Review Comments 

 

 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 

 

 

The manuscript aimed to evaluate the protective effects of 

aqueous extract of Adansonia digitata L fruit pulp (AEFAD) in rats 

fed sodium arsenite rich diet and rats administred 

intraperitoneally with cyclophosphamide. Among the effects 

studied is the hepatoprotective activity of AEFAD considering that 

cyclophosphamide has already been reported to be cytotoxic. 

Low levels of GGT, AST and ALT are normally found in the 

blood. When liver is diseased or damaged, additional GGT, AST 

and ALT are released into the bloodstream. Logically, the authors 

performed a positive control (Group K ) – rats administred 

intraperitoneally with cyclophosphamide followed by a normal diet 

(14 days). In spite of this normal diet period prescribed, they did 

not observe high levels of GGT, AST and  ALT (L.167) 

considering that it was observed severe periportal fibroplasia and 

cellular infiltration (L.147) in this group. In addition, it is very 

curious that group K showed ALT and AST levels lower than the 
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control group (75.16 against 225.00). Is it possible? Thus, I could 

not observe consistent and coherent results. In addition, when 

we compare the positive control with treated groups, can we still 

say that there was hepatoprotective activity?   

Minor comments  

-L. 64 � “Group J and K received SA and CP respectively for 14 

days and normal diet for another 14 days.” What was the 

concentration of SA and CP used? 

-L. 156 – GGT � Spell out each abbreviation the first time it is 

used. 

-L. 168 – Please, replace P=.05 by P<.05. 

-Conclusion: The authors did not conclude anything at all about 

clastogenicity. Clastogenicity was listed as general objective 

(L.5). 

-Introduction: The authors performed various discussions (L.208) 

and conclusions (L.343) about the antioxidant activity. However, 

this effect was not listed as general objective (L.5), as well as it is 
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not grounded in introduction section.  

 

Minor REVISION 

comments 
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