
 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

 

Journal Name:  International Journal of Biochemistry Research & Review  

Manuscript Number: Ms_IJBCRR_31490 

Title of the Manuscript:  THE EFFECT OF ETHANOL EXTRACT OF RIPE DENETTIA TRIPETALA FRUITS ON INDICES OF 
LIVER AND KIDNEY FUNCTION IN MALE ALBINO WISTAR RATS. 

Type of the Article Original Research Article 

 
 
 
General guideline for Peer Review process:  
 
This journal’s peer review policy states that NO manuscript should be rejected only on the basis of ‘lack of Novelty’, provided the manuscript is 
scientifically robust and technically sound. 
To know the complete guideline for Peer Review process, reviewers are requested to visit this link: 
 
(http://www.sciencedomain.org/page.php?id=sdi-general-editorial-policy#Peer-Review-Guideline) 
 

 



 

 

SDI Review Form 1.6 

Created by: EA               Checked by: ME                                             Approved by: CEO     Version: 1.6 (07-06-2013)  

PART  1: 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 
 

In the abstract section, results part, it was stated that ‘there is dose 
dependent increase in potassium level in group 1, 2, and 3’ but by 
comparison, the level in group 1 is lower than that of control group, so 
the author should only mention group 2 and 3. The same observation 
goes for the major results section on the paper 
 
Also, still in the abstract section, while describing the significance of 
the results, the “p – value” was not stated understandably, this is 
because almost all the  value stated was equal, so we can’t differentiate 
between the nonsignificant and the significant ones, perhaps either < or 
> 0.05 will give better picture here . The same observation goes for the 
major results section on the paper 

 
 
 
Corrected 
 
 
 
 
 
corrected 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

In the table presented, it was quite clear that there is little significancy in 
the results below; 
Creatinine; B/W GRP 3 and GRP 4 
Total protein; B/W GRP 2 and GRP 4 
 
LINE 148; the statement that ALP function is not yet precise is little 
absurd, the author backed his comment by an article printed back in 
2000. It will be courageous to find more recent article that says much 
about the functions ALP, if possible. 

The statistical analysis software 
used did not regard them as 
significant. 
 
 
 
corrected 

Optional/General comments 
 

Please if possible, provide the picture of plants in study for easy 
reproducibility, not all knows the name, and this also add credibility to 
the study. 
Should there need for further study on the same topic, it is advisable to 
carry out the aqueous extraction of the plant material, so that activity 
can be compared with the ethanolic extract 
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