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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) 

 

• 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.  If you 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. 

• This form has total 9 parts. Kindly note that you should use all the parts of this review form. 
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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 

 

The activity hypolipidaemic of the different parts of the plant P. 
guajava  is widely studied by different research groups as 
shown in the following manuscripts: 
Rai PK, Mehta S, Watal G. Hypolipidaemic & hepatoprotective 
effects of Psidium guajava raw fruit peel in experimental diabetes. 
Indian J Med Res. 2010; 131:820-4. 
 M. Shakeera Banu, K. Sujatha, M. Kamala  and K. Vijaya Kumar. 
Hypoglycemic and Hypolipidemic Potentials of Isolated Fraction of 
Psidium Guajava Leaf In Alloxan-Induced Diabetic Rats. 
INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH ARTICLE 
PHARMACEUTICAL INNOVATIONS Volume 2, Issue 2, 2012 16-22 

K.M. Taha;,Y.A. Ashosh;,A.A. Sakr,and M.M. Abozid.  
HYPOLIPIDEMIC EFFECT OF GUAVA FRUIT (Psidium guajava L.) IN 
HIGH FAT- FED RATS AND THE in vitro ANTIOXIDATIVE ACTIVITIES 
OF ITS EXTRACTS Minufiya J. Agric. Res. Vol. 29 (2004) NO. 2 : 385-
399  

Flávia M. V. Farinazzi-Machado, Élen Landgraf Guiguer, Sandra M. 
Barbalho, Maricelma da Silva Soares de Souza, Patrícia Cincotto 
dos Santos Bueno, Claudemir Gregório Mendes, Adriano Cressoni 
Araújo, Andressa Rezende Teixeira Rodrigues, Larissa Maria de 
Lara Lima, Nádia Sanches Marim, Anna Cláudia Saad Brunnati, 
Paula Martins Ribeiro da Silva and Isabella Taietti Sato. Effects of 

The study considered the specie of P. 
Guajava plant that is common in 
Nigeria. And none of the references 
listed by the Reviewer indicated that 
similar work has been done in Nigeria, 
i.e.,with the specie of guava that are 
common in Nigeria. 
 
The results reported in the work give a 
strong indication that the chemical 
composition of the guava leaves, hence 
the hypolipidaemic effect of the 
extracts is species independent. This 
because the result reported in this study 
compares well with the results reported 
by other authors for the species of 
guava plants that are common in other 
countries. 
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Psidium guajava on the metabolic profile of Wister rats. Journal of 
Medicinal Plants Research Vol. 6(18), pp. 3450-3454 16 May, 2012 
 

Deguchi Y, Miyazaki K. Anti-hyperglycemic and anti-hyperlipidemic 
effects of guava leaf extract. 
Nutr Metab (Lond). 2010. 2;7-9. 
 
Gaamoussi F, Israili ZH, Lyoussi B.Hypoglycemic and hypolipidemic 
effects of an aqueous extract of Chamaerops humilis leaves in 
obese, hyperglycemic and hyperlipidemic Meriones shawi rats. Pak 
J Pharm Sci. 2010;23(2):212-9. 
 
I believe that the investigation made by Uboh et al.,  no adds  new 
knowledge to what was presented in the previous articles so I 
think that the manuscript should be no  accepted for publication  

Minor REVISION 

comments 

  

Optional/General 

comments 

  

 

 


