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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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The summary does not specify the number of samples 
evaluated nor their replicates nor the date they were 
collected, it is advised to specify the type of ELISA 
used for aflatoxin analysis and the sensitivity of the 
method, the conclusion should be improved,  The 
recommendation should be removed 
 
The line 38 of the introduction must be put aflatoxins 
are highly stable molecules that do not decompose 
easily by high temperatures as could be assumed by 
industrial processes.  At line 40 must be changed to 
four metabolites, and line 44 remove it. Finally re-write 
the introduction . 

The sample size have been included in the 
work and the type of ELISAN Machine 
 
 
 
 
 
This has been done 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

The discussion considers the proximal chemical 
analysis as a variable that does not contribute 
arguments that can be useful to his work since the 
variations that he encountered and that are discussed 
are expected because they are different cereal flours. 
The bibliography does not have the same size of letter, 
it contains bibliography unnecessary for the work as 
they are aflatoxin levels in other samples of foods and 
that do not contribute clarity to its work 

These section of the work has been modified 

Optional /General  comments 
 

The manuscript is not well written , it lacks essential 
details in the study methodology, the introduction is 
very long and gives the impression of a mini-revision. It 
does not focus on antecedents that support its study. 
The results it presents are not Conclusive, so it should 
not indicate that they are a consumer alert, since the 
methodological structure of the research is very weak . 

 All necessary corrections has been made 

 


