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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
References to be added in formula or calculation in  
methodology.  
The interpretation of the results were written very  
general, should be more specific. 
Why was the ‘Weight of rats fed casein diet used as  
control was higher than those of rats fed 198 
experimental diets’ – need to be discussed. 
 
Justify the use of wistar rats. 
 

 
Reference for calculations 
has be added 
We have revised the interpretation (see 
manuscript); 
Use of rats is justified in methodology 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

The author concluded that ‘Supplementation with diets 
containing 10% of 312 leaf proteins from Gnetum spp 
can be used for weight management in human’ which 
is too general. The aim and the conclusion of the study 
should be more specific.  

Conclusion was revised 

Optional /General  comments 
 

 
The manuscript is well written. The scientific merit is 
observed from the research work.  

 

 
 
 


