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Compulsory REVISION comments 

 

I reviewed the original manuscript and highlighted 

the required changes in yellow colour with sticky 

notes.   

Therefore, this manuscript should not be accepted 

without correction after serious major revision. 

 Example; Although, the study was designed on a 

toxicological standard with a histological analysis, it 

lacks the very basic histological results as authors 

utilized one single staining technique (Silver) and got  

unclear, bad-focused, thick-sectioned and vague-

stained sections with non-acceptable 

photomicrographs. 

"Introduction" is so long (about 25% of the text) while 

"Discussion" is so short (9% of the text) and did not 

include comparisons except for two references [28] and 

[6], while there are a plenty of similar research articles 

in citations. 

Thank you for your comment and criticism. All 

the necessary corrections have been done.   
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