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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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PART  2: Review Comments 

 

 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 

 

 

From a chemists’ perspective, the paper intends to 

describe the polymerization and copolymerization of 

unsaturated lipids.  

The paper however reads like a review of well-

known organic chemistry and polymer chemistry and 

by far misses the aim stated in the ABSTRACT. 

 

The title of the paper reads like nonsense and does 

not cover the contents nor attracts potential readers.  

 

A messy poorly formulated / edited paper that 

should not be published! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Basic background was stated within the 
Abstract Aims and then carefully developed in 
the Introduction with well documented 
Experimental results. The main problem 
concerning reactive secondary sequence lipid 
polymer chain growth from a Biomedical 
perspective is Atherosclerosis. The problem 
was identified in better detail in the 
Introduction.  
 
The Title was improved as suggested since 
thermoset chemistry is not obvious to the 
average reader interested in Biomedical-
related Chemistry.  
 
The Introduction was revised with more 
references to provide a more complete section 
on a Thermoset Polymer Model. Further, a 
section on Antioxidant tests was included that 
highlights the problem of atherosclerosis. 
Antioxidants have not provided patient 
improvements in spite of all evidence that 
suggest otherwise due to well-known 
involvement by free-radical species. 
Subsequent major discrepancies between 
laboratory testing and patient clinical trials 
might then be explained by current colorimetric 
antioxidant tests not necessarily specific 
enough for reactive secondary sequence C=C 
double bond chain-growth polymer Chemistry. 
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A second reviewer praises the manuscript in 
optional comments as “The well written paper.’’ 
So, without more constructive suggestions, the 
paper was revised according to the other 
reviewer’s suggestions. 

 
 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

 

 

 

Overall 31 new references were added, all but 
one between 2007 and 2012. Corrections are 
highlighted in yellow colour 
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