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Compulsory REVISION 
comments 
 

Rewrite the abstract. Check for spellings and sentence structure.  
Restructure lines 40-45 
Check the referencing   style in the text and correct 
Line 49 “consists in”. Rephrase line 60-61 
 The introduction needs major revision.  
Check line 74 “the macerated obtained” 
Line 83 “the filtrate is” 
Line 86”wistar albino rats” 
Line 116 “euthanized by cervical dislocation” 
Line 120”this serum” 
Line 121 “ the collected urines” 
Please re-write the results again and make it comprehensive.  
Rephrase lines 219-222 
Line 243 replace “would have” with could havemost common urinary 
abnormalities ? line 24 check and explain  the mechanism of the 
statement in line 262check and correct lines 264-265 plants were a 
rich……. 
The conclusion is not solid.  
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Line 11 change ‘to’ to from 
Rewrite the methodology in the abstract. Check your spellings.  

 

Optional /General  comments 
 

The paper appears good but howevr there are lot of  revisions needed 
and a clear explanation of the aim and significance of the research.  
Sound conclusion should be drawn at the end of the paper.  
I recommend the entire paper to be revised.  
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