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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

Title:

Correct to:

Hydrogen peroxide (H202)-clearance kinetics of
crude catalase preparations from prostate cancer cell
lines treated with physiological and synthetic

small organic ligands

Abstract:

Delete “s” in Aims.

Where possible, write these (and other)
abbreviations in full at first mention:

PC-3

LNCaP

PPAR-y

Km

Vmax

Line 12: Delete “of”

Line 13: Add “d” to use

Line 20: Capitalize W in western blots

Line 34: Drug metabolising enzyme P450 was not
reported in the result, hence need not be in the
conclusion as written.

The conclusion does not follow. It appears more of a
recommendation than result directed implication
and/or suggestion, hence need to be re-written.
Introduction:

Line 76: Delete “of”

Conclusion:

Drug metabolising enzyme P450 was not reported in
the result, hence could only be in the conclusion as a
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suggested possible implication of the result.

The conclusion does not follow. It appears more of
recommendations than result directed implications
and/or suggestion, hence need to be re-written.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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