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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 study seemed to explore the various methods of DNA isolation and protein profiling using rat models as subject. This is important because it worked to create a baseline reference structure in the isolation and profiling of DNA and proteins respectively on different organs of the body. The study used a reproducible standard protocols for the study and therefore could stand as a  study for baseline reference in isolation and profiling of DNA sequence and proteins using Wistar rats as animal models.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The title is clear and appropriate for the study.
 However, author is advised to slightly modify the title to make it more “catchy” and tempting to read
 
RATING = 4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	YES. Abstract is comprehensive and expressed all needed aspect of introduction, methods
 
RATING = 5

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords are appropriate and useful for easy search for the study. 
However, author should consider replacing “Rattus norvegicus” which is quite general and not specific for the study.
RATING = 4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The background information for the paper is sufficient and well organized.

RATING = 4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The research objectives are clearly stated in the body of the manuscript. 

RATING = 5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature review is recent and up to date hence relevant for the study. 
However, author focused much on the methodologies and didn’t try to give justification for the organs used for the study.

RATING = 4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The research methodology is a scientifically verified and reproducible method used both in the isolation and profiling of DNA and proteins respectively.

RATING = 5
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Author clearly addressed ethical consideration and protocols in the body of the manuscript.

RATING = 5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results are clearly stated in the result section.
However, author should consider spacing out or boldly labeling the result section for easy identification.

RATING = 5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The tables are relevant, clear and aided in the representation of the results of the study which is quite necessary. 

RATING = 5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The discussion relates and referenced findings to existing literature.

RATING = 5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	YES. The conclusions is supported by the data.

RATING = 5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	NO. Limitation of study was not discussed.

RATING = N/A
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	YES. The references are relevant, current and sufficient in number for the study.
RATING = 5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	YES. The manuscript was wtitten in clear, understandable and scholarly language.

RATING = 5
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	It clearly stated the subject and covers the aim of the study.
However, there might be need for the author to adjust the title to become more catchy. 

Author should consider the title:  “GENOMIC DNA ISOLATION AND CHARACTERIZATION OF TISSUE-SPECIFIC PROTEIN EXPRESSION PROFILES FROM ORGANS OF ALBINO WISTAR RATS”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is quite encompassing, precise and comprehensive. It clearly comprised of background study, aim and objectives, methodology, results and conclusions of study.
However, author is advised to use single line spacing for the abstract and move the graphical representation of study from the abstract section to the methodology section in the body of the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is reproducible, the methodology is verifiable and the scope is scientifically aligned. Hence, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO. Author clearly observed ethical considerations and obtained ethical authorization from appropriate institutional body as stated in the body of the manuscript
	



PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript was greatly constructed, well referenced and scientifically reproducible. The corrections are minor and when effected, the manuscript can be accepted for publications. 
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