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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 5
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2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and results. 5

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating)

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 5
article.

(a brief explanation for 3-less point rating)

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 5
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Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):

The authors followed the standard methodology to perform this nutritional study. The procedures were
straight forward and the results were properly interpreted and elaborated. Consequently, 1 have no
reservation on the publication of this ms except a few minor suggestions to be considered for revision:
1. In Abstract, no significant level needs to be indicated.

2. Since the significant level (0.05) used was already set in M&M, no need to repeat afterwards.

However, it should be noted that significant difference use p £0.05 (small and italic p less than and

equal to 0.05) and no significant difference use p >0.05.

3. Rewrite the first paragraph on page 8 as the following: PER in 9% and 11% lipid diet was higher
than PER in 15% lipid diet. However, there was no difference in PER among 9%, 11% and 13% lipid
diet and also between 13% and 15% lipid diet. (You cannot say that PER was highest in 11% lipid diet
when statistical test has clearly claimed no difference among 9%, 11% and 13%, which share a
common superscript a).

4. In the last paragraph on page 8, you need to add some explanation how the optimum dietary lipid
was estimated. Or, you can state the method in M&M. Something like ‘the optimum required was
estimated by taking the first derivative on the polynomial regression model with respect to X then
obtaining the solution for X...”
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