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 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   

Minor REVISION comments 

 

This paper deals with the feed of ripe Musa paradisiaca 

peel to rat, results in the Superoxide dismutase activity, 

catalase activity and concentration of malondialdehyde in 

some organs of the rats. From these results deduced this 

kind feed can result in the oxidative balance.  This is very 

important issue for bioactivity and biochemistry, so I 

supported to be published after minor revision. 

1, The oxidative balance in a biological system is very 

complex, because it contains many redox systems as well 

as the biochemical reaction balances. If it is not clearly 

defined, it better to changed way to describe it. 

2, In the last part of the result section, there are several 

tables listed one by one, without analysis and description 

about the table and with no conclusion about the tables. 

This is not the common way in a published article. 

3, the conclusion section seems not a summary of this 

paper.  

4, What is the reason “only up to 50%  replacement of 

corn starch by processed ripe  Musa parasidiaca peel”.  
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