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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	Bread basically is made from wheat flour and wheat is known to be expensive.  The author make used of cassava flour as a substitute by varying its proportion with wheat together with different percentages of hydrocolloids in bread making. The author looked at the effect of different hydrocolloids on the produced bread loaves from wheat-cassava flour. This manuscript will serve as a key for the scientific community to know the effect/impact of different  hydrocolloids as used in food as this serve as a stabilizer thereby improving food quality.
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	


PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)
	
	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, 
Recast as “Physicochemical properties of wheat-cassava flours and effects of hydrocolloids on the physical and sensory evaluation of wheat-cassava bread loaves
 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract is not clear enough. Blending proportion of wheat-cassava are not corresponding. Needed to improved on it and checked properly the mixing proportion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
Abstract: The abstract should be remodified to convey the content of the manuscript. 

Line 4: The study evaluates the physicochemical ……

Line 7-8, the formulations are not aligned, how did you arrived at 75:25, pls explain.

Recast line 7-9

Italized this (p<0.05)

Line 23 keywords:  Delete this “The study concluded that hydrocolloids, especially egg white and gelatine, enhanced the quality and acceptability of 80:20 wheat–cassava composite bread and could be effectively utilized in composite bread production.”

Improve on the numbers of keywords selected.

Put “s” in Nutrient, antinutrient

Line 27 Introduction, there are a lot of grammatical errors, references used are too old. You needed to work on the introduction so that it will flow, no uniformity in theme font, No past research work on hydrocolloids. No research gap. Pls, improve on the entire introduction..

Line 28: Remodified line 28-30 “Wheats (Triticum aestivum) are widely accepted cereal grains for breads and cakes production, as these provides palatable, light and loaf of valuable sizes when processed into dough (Bushuk and Rasper, 1994).”

Line 33: 40-50 %, write 40-50%, no space in-between

Line 46-50: Rewrite as “Cassava is a perennial, dicotyledonous plant which belongs to the family Euphorbiaceae. It was reported as an essential staple food for more than 500 million people in the developing World.

Line 50-53- Delete it and introduce the nutritional information on cassava, its composited products.

Line 61-65 should be moved to line 1

Line 70-75: include the research gap, is there any set back you have observed in some hydrocolloids, why did you make use of many hydrocolloids and specify reason for that variation in hydrocolloids.

Line 72-73: Delete this “This study is being carried out in other to explore the use of wheat-cassava composite flour”. 

This study aims to evaluate the physicochemical properties of wheat-cassava flours and effects of hydrocolloids on the physical and sensory evaluation of wheat-cassava bread loaves

Line 81: Department of Crop Science’s farm, University of Agriculture and Environmental Science Umuagwo, Imo State

Line 83: don’t capitalize “Cassava Processing Mill” for processing.

Delet this “that same day where it was processed into cassava flour”

Line 89: Onabolu and Bokanga, (1995) remove comma between name and year

Line 90: detete this “and to remove the bad ones”

600C. no space

Line 94-95: write this “ The cassava flour was packaged in an air tight container for further blending ratios”.

State the reference used for wheat -cassava formulations

Line 111: Determination of starch, sugar and dietary fibre content of wheat-cassava flours

, according to

Line 123: Determination of anti- nutritional components of wheat-cassava flours

Line 124-124: reference not recent.

Line 141: 5%, no space, Applicable to all numbers with percentage as unit

Result and Discussion

The references used in this manuscript for discussion of result are quite obsolete, the author should review this and compare result with recent references from 2018 upward

Based on the footnote, the author indicated reference sample, explain this

No consistency in coding, under formulation of samples, you indicated A, B, C……. but not reflected in the rest.

Table 9: write “Sensory evaluation of “80:20” wheat-cassava bread loaves with different hydrocolloids

Footnote should carry appropriate and full information.

Conclusion: Re-conclude, relate most of the subject matter in this manuscript,

References: the journal used should all be italized (Asian Pacific Journal, Journal of Food Composition and Analysis) 

Applicable to other cited references.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the references are too old not recent, needed to be updated the references from 2018 and above.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	No
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