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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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.


	The Topic of the research is timely and of interest, as plant-based therapies for dementia are an active area of research and several recent preclinical papers have appeared on this exact plant and model. The use of both behavioral (navigation/Barnes-type maze and beam walk) and oxidative stress biomarkers (SOD, CAT, MDA) gives the work potential translational value.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is broadly appropriate, but I suggest making it more specific by incorporating the details from PICOS Model. Revise it by adding species, model for example scopolamine-induced Alzheimer’s-like.
Alternatively, you can consider,” Cognitive and Oxidative Effects of Psidium guajava Leaf Extract in an Alzheimer’s Disease–Like Experimental Model.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is dense and mixes raw percentage changes with narrative interpretation. It also introduces apparent inconsistencies making the key message difficult to follow. I suggest the authors restructure the abstract into a structured one with background, methods, results, and conclusion. Report on the effects and main statistics more concisely and avoid repeating detailed percentage changes that belong in results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The core concept and the main pattern of result is reasonable but not yet adequate because of incomplete methodological reporting.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current references are sufficient but somewhat older, since the recent studies are available inline with the topic author should consider upgrading the reference and cite the most recent literature.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Thought the article is readable, but it has some inconsistencies, and language refinement is required to clear the issue with the flow of information, correct punctuation and long sentences.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors should try to state which hypotheses, mechanisms, or experimental insights are novel relative to prior Psidium guajava–scopolamine studies, as the current presentation does not sufficiently distinguish this work from existing literature. Add a paragraph in the introduction to define the existing gap or how this article differs from the prior. Elaborate the conclusion for emphasizing the dose showed promising effects. The Discussion does not address the non-linear dose-response such as possible adverse effects at higher dose adequately, add Limitations such as small sample size, use of a single model and other.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	NO, (If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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