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CompulsoryREVISIONcomments 

 
1. Isthemanuscriptimportantforscientificcommunity? 

(Pleasewritefewsentencesonthis manuscript) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2. Isthetitleof thearticlesuitable? 

(Ifnotpleasesuggestanalternativetitle) 
 
 
 
3. Istheabstractof thearticlecomprehensive? 

 
 
 
 
4. Aresubsectionsandstructureofthemanuscriptappropriate? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Do youthink themanuscriptisscientificallycorrect? 

 
Thestudyisaimed atcreatinganaturalfoodpreservative fromtheextractofKatmon fruit 
namedvernacularlyasDelleniaPhilippinensis, whichisamainbaseingredientin preserving 
foodwithoutanychemicalsadded.Katmonfruitisawildvarietyoffruitknown 
asgreenapplewithsourtastethatcanbeconsumed raw. Sinceithasacidicnatureand 
possessantioxidantproperties,theresearcherclaimsthatthefruitextracthasthepotential 
tofunctionasanaturalpreservative. 

 
Themanuscriptisscientificallymotivatedbutneedstobemoredataintensiveinorderto be 
relevanttothescientificcommunityatlarge. 

 
 
 
 
Thetitleisconsistentwiththesubjectandrationaleofthe study. 

 
 
 
 
Theabstractprovidesthegistofthepaperbut isnot all-comprehensive. 

 
 
 
 
Themanuscriptiswell-structured withappropriatesubsectionsbuthasitsownshareof flaws. 

 

Theintroduction seemsrelevant butlacksdetailinganddoesnotorientthereader positively. 

 
Thereishardlyanyinformation presented about thefindings fromthe previousstudiesin thisdomain. 
Thereviewofliteratureisnotreflectedinthepaperwhichindicatesthelack ofdepthinthestudy. 

 
Theresearch objectiveisclearbuttheproblem statementisnotwell-defined. Moreover, 
theempiricaldeficienciesandresearchgapsarenot addressedproperly. 

 
Themethodologyadoptedisreasonablebut lackssufficiency. 

Thefindingsarewellpresentedbutneedstobe expansive. 

Theconclusionisquiteconciseanddoesnot reflectthescientificrobustness. 
 
 
 
 
 
Themanuscriptisscientifically correctandsucceedsintranslating thebenchworktothe 
scientificcontentbutisquitelowonthedataandreplicatedetailsofthestudy. 
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6. Arethereferencessufficientandrecent?Ifyouhave 
suggestionofadditionalreferences,pleasementioninthe 
reviewform. 

 
(Apartfromabovementioned6points,reviewersarefreetoprovideadd
itionalsuggestions/comments) 

Thearehardlyanypertinentreferencesincludedinthebodyofthetext.Thenumberofold 
andrecentreferencesinthebibliography,madeforthe study isgrossly insufficient. 

 

MinorREVISIONcomments 

 

1. Islanguage/Englishqualityofthearticlesuitableforscholarly 

communications? 

 
 
 
The languagequality throughout the manuscript lacks accuracy and needs major 

upgradationtobecomesuitableforscholarlycommunications. 

 

Optional/Generalcomments  
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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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