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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? 

 
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. Yes, the manuscript has vast importance for scientific community involving in value addition 

of food products 
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3. Its comprehensive, but fails to conclude with clear cut findings of the study 
 

4. Subsections showed to be correct, but the result & discussion parts fails to describe the 
finding of the study and it also unable to justify the reason for the best treatments studied in 
the trial. 
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6. Not sufficient to correlates the findings of the study. Need rewriting of result & discussion 
parts with sufficient numbers of references that’s correlates the findings and its proper 
justification 
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