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 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 

 

Peculiarities of carbonyl stress on rats model of diabetes 

and rhabdomyolysis 

 

The title of this paper is intriguing but does not really 

describe the findings or else the discussion should be 

reinforced so that the reader can appreciate the 

peculiarities.   The introduction gives a good overview of   

glycosylation  and peroxidation but no references to all 

the work that has been done on animals  and nothing to 

suggest why muscle disruption with glycerol injections 

has been undertaken.   Thus the aim of the study is very 

unclear with relation to the model of rhabdomyolysis and 

unclear why repeating previous studies that have been 

done on animal models of diabetes in relation to 

oxidative stress is necessary and what new information 

the authors hoped to obtain. 

 

The material and methods clearly set out. There were 8 

groups studied. When were the control and the group 7 

animals decapitated?  I presume  baseline weight and 

weight at sacrifice were similar or were the diabetic rats 

much lighter?   I am confused because in the text it says 

that liver was examined at day 4 rather than day 10.   

The T bars line 164 is given but then on line 168 
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different values are given?.   What does 'all the results 

were equal to 1” mean?  line 218 text for fig 2. 

 

There seems to have been no attempt to discuss the 

results  in relation to previous research and no 

discussion as to the added effect of renal failure on the 

results of the RM group.  There remains the problem as 

to why the authors chose RM and what the results mean 

when compared to diabetes  

 

Very unclear, what was the hypothesis what was the aim 

and what the results mean.   I do not understand what 

the relationship of hyperglycaemia in the STZ rats has to 

do with chemical damage to muscles that cause renal 

failure.  I do not understand how the research was given 

ethical approval. 
Minor REVISION 

comments 

  

Optional/General 

comments 
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