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Compulsory ABSTRACT
REVISION comments In conclusion: “........ HFD and reduce feed intake, MDA level and decreased

oxidative stress in renal tissues” clear, when MDA is an oxidative stress marker

why both together?

INTRODUCTION

You have described only clinical and epidemiological studies, experimental

justifications required for the estimated parameters. Nothing talked about the

taken compounds, describe their properties and mode of action on oxidative

stress with recent references.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Diet: How the high fat diet has prepared? Describe dietary ingredients and

preparation method. You said “herbal mixture” how did you treat the animals?

By mixing extract in oil or separately. How you fixed the doses?

The used methods are not clear, rewrite the method section.

RSULTS

Results section is too lengthy with many heading, it should be reduced up to

20% of the present length.

Discussion

It is too lengthy with heading, it should be brief and supportive to the present

results. The conclusion is not clear, rewrite showing the rationale of the study
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