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PART  1: Review Comments 
 

 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 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
1. The manuscript could be significant for the scientific community. In a search on the 

topic I could not find many article with tomato paste and bakery items. Functional foods 
are very important currently and this could add to the body of literature. 

2. Yes, the title is suitable. 
3. The abstract is sufficient. The last two sentences are new thoughts and not addressed in 

the manuscript.  
4. The subsections are appropriate, yet they do not address the topic in depth enough for a 

Review article. Examples to follow. 
5. The manuscript is scientifically correct. 
6. The references are old- most recent is 2016, which is not considered current. One 

reference was from 1958- so the information presented from that source was very 
outdated. I believe more references and more current ones would improve this article.   

7. Extra thoughts: 

 Section 2- preparation of tomato powder: This looks like what the researchers 
did to dry tomato products since there are no sources to support the process. In 
a review article, it should cover all the options for process. In a quick search I 
found five other ways to dry tomato products (vacuum foam, solar dried, vacuum 
belt, window drying and foam mat drying).  

 Section 3 could use a source to tell what losses there are when a product is 
baked. 

 Conclusion: You introduce new information instead of summing your findings. 
You didn’t discuss infant nutrition or shelf life, but put them in the conclusion. 

 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 
 

1. Grammar needs minor repairs. Some sentences need capital letters, some extra words that 
aren‟t necessary, and everything in a section isn‟t always a single paragraph. 

You do have some sentences that do not make sense. Under 2.; the first sentence is 
awkward and isn‟t clear in it‟s meaning.  
You don‟t say “in cookies are”; the “in” isn‟t necessary. You use this type of phrase many 
times. 

 

 

Optional/General comments  
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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) 
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