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	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript is important for the scientific community because it provides experimental evidence supporting the neuroprotective and antioxidant potential of Psidium guajava leaf extract in a well-established scopolamine-induced model of Alzheimer’s disease. By integrating behavioral assessments with biochemical markers of oxidative stress, the study strengthens the understanding of how plant-based therapeutics may modulate cognitive decline at both functional and molecular levels. The dose-dependent findings are particularly valuable, as they highlight the therapeutic window and potential limitations of higher extract concentrations. Overall, this work contributes to the growing field of natural product research and may guide future preclinical and translational studies aimed at developing safer adjunct or alternative therapies for Alzheimer’s disease.
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	Protective Role of Psidium guajava Leaf Extract Against Scopolamine-Induced Cognitive Deficits and Oxidative Damage in Rats”
It does not specify the experimental model.
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	The abstract is generally comprehensive and well-structured, covering the study background, methods, key findings, and conclusion. Minor improvements are suggested, including clearly stating the study objective, briefly mentioning treatment duration/route, and replacing “oxidative functions” with “oxidative stress markers” for scientific accuracy. Reducing excessive numerical details and emphasizing the key dose-dependent finding (greater efficacy at 100 mg/kg) would further improve clarity and impact.
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	Yes, it is scientifically correct. There is no misleading information in it.
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	Yes almost they are recent and sufficient.
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