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1. Introduction – Rewrite it, there is no logical sequence in the Introduction 

(Background, Problem statement, literature, purpose of study, hypothesis…..). 

Problem statement is not clear (The importance of the present study). 

2. Introduction – Reduce the number of references in Introduction part (30/48 

references are too high) 

3. Materials and Methods – Animals were divided into three groups only. There is no 

standard drug has been tested. 

4. How the dose was selected for the present study? 

5. Results and Discussion – Poorly represented and the results were not reliable. 

There is no comparison between previous studies in the discussion part. 

6. References – Too old. Cite few references from the recent 5 years articles. Not in 

uniform format. There is a difference in the format from one to another reference 

(Example 27, 28 and 29). 

7. Moreover, all the sections in the manuscript are written poorly with a large number 

of grammatical and technical errors. 
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