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

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
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YES 
 
YES 
 
The abstract is very scanty. There is no introduction and the methods of preparation of milk 
pudding was not properly stated. No conclusion in the abstract. The abstract should be re 
written to address these faults. 
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Not scientifically correct. The materials and methods are confusing.  
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