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PART 1:    
Journal Name: European Journal of Nutrition & Food Safety 
Manuscript Number: Ms_EJNFS_36022 
Title of the Manuscript:  Effect of Gum Arabic as Prebiotics and lactobacillus casei shirota

(LcS) as probiotic on Oxidative Stress and Renal function in 
Adenine–Induced Chronic Renal Failure in Rats 

Type of  Article: Original Research Article 
 
 
PART 2: 
FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any) Authors’ response to final 

evaluator’s comments 
1. Statistical differences were shown by superscript. 

However many values do not possess superscript. It 
should be depicted with different superscript if it is 
significant. Leaving without superscript may lead to 
confusion for the readers. 
The reply is poor. Authors should mention superscript for 
all the values to show differences. For example, in table 2 
for feed intake authors have mentioned different 
superscript if they are significant and same superscript if 
they are not significant. However, some values are left 
without superscript. Those values should also bear 
superscript based on the significance or non significance. 
Authors should consult a statistician or should look for 
more articles to depict the results in a better way. 

2. Authors have again left the figures without any 
superscript. How readers will come to know about the 
significance between the groups. 

3. Figure 2: serum urea. In Group 7 where is the SE? 
4. Discussion: Authors did not made any attempt to explain 

the combined effect of GA and Lcs as per the suggestion 
from first review comments. 

5.  Methods: Urine specimens were centrifuged at 900 rpm 
for 15 min, filtered to remove sediment and then urine 
volumes were measured. Please remove the word filtered. 

6. Again authors have shown FER, but they have not 
discussed its results and significance. 

7. FER significantly decreased in the treatment group in 
comparison to adenine group. Why? Explain please. 

8. Again authors have poorly replied to the below comment. 
They did not discuss this properly. They have quoted the 
reference for increased intestinal and renal excretion of 
Ca2+, Mg2+ by GA. However, in this study they found that 
GA treatment significantly increased serum Ca2+. How do 
authors explain this? 

9. Source of Lactobacillus is again missing. 
10. Discussion is very poor. Authors have only corroborated 

their findings with other studies. They have not made any 
attempt to explain their findings that how the treatments 
are decreasing the oxidative stress. 
The reply is not appreciable. They would have discussed 
in still better way. 

11. Approval of ethical clearance for use of animals in the 
experiment: approval number has not been mentioned. 
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1. Reply is missing for the comment “Mention the name and 
place of software used for statistical analysis” 

12. English grammar in manuscript is again a concern. 
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