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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. These subjects, even with innovation, are follow low acquired goals. This article was one of the 

new one in this field and make a good effect in science just after repeat many times of their 
chocolate. Eventually, was good and I think its could be wonderful for subscribers.  

2. Title was appropriate  
3. It’s so good that we show this type of abstract that different from structural and usual narrative 

one, but for this article and these results, it’s not best choose. Please change your abstract to 
structural type. 

4. 4. Introduction: Its written standard, but you should specify one part for your main purpose, in 
last part of introduction we should read your main idea and what you want to do, briefly. Method: I 
think was so good but you should refer your protocol to similar article or registered protocol, you 
should prove that your protocol was standard. So professional that submit your diagram and 
figures before references and not in passage (of course pay attention to journal guides). Refer 
your tables and figures in text, now we don’t know which table associated for which part, and 
make at least an explanation for each part of results (The proximate analysis for moisture, ash, 
fat, crude fibre, protein and carbohydrate was done?). discussion was missed, comperate your 
results by similar articles.  

5. Manuscript written base on acceptable procedures, but in some points need to improve.  
6. References were appropriate, on my sight.  
 
 
 
 

 

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

communications? 
 

Grammarly was acceptable, but some sentences could revise. 
A sample: A sensory evaluation of the developed Tricolour chocolate was conducted and the 

results was were obtained which is shown below in the form of radar graph.  

 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Some parts was so good and perfect, but results and discussion should improve very well, as this 
parts are so important, I suggest revise their article. 
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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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