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General guideline for Peer Review process: (Note: Title of different sections as proposed below may differ in case of review paper / case reports)

Created by: EA

Is the problem/objective of this study original and important? SCIENCEDOMAIN international strongly opposes the practice of duplicate
publication or any type of plagiarism. However, studies which are carried out to reconfirm / replicate the results of any previously
published paper with new dataset, may be considered for publication. But these types of studies should have a ‘clear declaration’ of this
matter. Ifyou suspect any unethical practice in this manuscript, kindly write it in the report with some proof/links.

Materials & methods (Kindly comment on the suitability and technical standards of the methods. Sufficient details of the methods/process
should be provided so that another researcher is able to reproduce the experiments described)

Results & discussion (Kindly comment on: 1. Are the data well controlled and robust? 2. Authors should provide relevant and current
references during discussion. 3. Discussion and conclusions should be based on actual facts and figures. Biased claims should be pointed
out. 4. Are statistical analyses must for this paper? If yes, have sufficient and appropriate statistical analyses been carried out?)

Conclusion (Is the conclusion supported by the data, discussed inside the manuscript? Conclusions should not be biased and should be
based on the data, presented inside the manuscript only. Authors should provide adequate proof for their claims without overselling them)
Are all the references cited relevant, adequate? Are there any other suitable current references authors need to cite?

SDI believes in constructive criticism. Reviewers are encouraged to be honest but not offensive in their language. It is expected that the
reviewer should suggest the authors on how they can strengthen their paper to make it acceptable. Comments of the reviewers should
be sufficiently informative and helpful to reach a Editorial Decision. We strongly advise that a negative review should also explain the
weaknesses of any manuscript, so that the concerned authors can understand the basis of rejection and he/she can improve the
manuscript based on those comments. Authors also should not confuse straightforward and true comments with unfair criticism.

We are very much reluctant to go against suggestions (particularly on technical areas) of the reviewers. Therefore, authors are
requested to treat the suggestions of reviewers with utmost importance.
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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

There are several key issues that are disconcerting.

1. Key components of Materials and Methods are not
adequately detailed. The strength and composition of the
buffer is not defined. The number of replications is not
specified. “Spoiled” as an endpoint is not defined.

2. Authors have done similar work in the past that is not
mentioned anywhere in the manuscript but forms the
basis for this work (Magashi, A. M., & Bukar, A. (2007).
Antibacterial and antifungal effect of high pH and paraffin
wax application on tomatoes, oranges and peppers.
African Journal of Biotechnology, 6(6), 720-722). This
work is repeated on the same commodities in this paper.
3. Figures do not indicate any statistical error although
authors state statistical analysis was performed,
therefore, some of the statements concerning statistical
differences cannot be confirmed. In fact, it is impossible
to know what is new and/or valid because there are no
measurements of error and, therefore, no statistical
differences can be assessed.

Strength and composition of buffer now
provided in the text

Authors have provided more literature on
past works by same authors (Magashi and
Bukar, 2007, Bukar and Magashi 2010 and
Pao et al. 1999)

Statistical analysis by ANOVA and means
separation through LSD

Minor REVISION comments

Editorial comments were made directly on the
manuscript. (see attached)

All corrections pointed out have been done

Optional /General comments

The advancement of knowledge in this manuscript is
minimal. Everything about this work suggests minimal
effort.

Limitations were faced due to non - availability
of certain equipments to conduct the research
but result presented in the work is encouraging
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