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1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle of the article suitable?
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Abstract needs rewriting giving the importance and need of the study and
highlighting the results obtained with justification
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the results, it should be written like a technical paper.

Acceptable , but still needs lot of justification and references related for
the work and results.

References are required of much relevance and latest ones. All are below
2018 or so.
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1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?
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Has author studied all the proximate and ultimate analysis.

Is the starch percentage fixed and its not varied, is there any specific reason
Many combinations still could be done for the better results

Itis a common type of study done for the energy evaluation, what is any
innovative thing that has been done as such, can the author highlight on it.
Fig 1: pictures are not clear

Fig 2: write properly a) b) c)

Results have to be discussed properly with proper reference and justification

Created by: DR Checked by: PM Approved by: MBM

Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)




Review Form 1.7

PART 2:

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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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

Reviewer Details:

Name:

Lokeshwari Navalgund

Department, University & Country

SDMCET, India

Created by: DR Checked by: PM

Approved by: MBM

Version: 1.7 (15-12-2022)




