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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 
 

A well-designed and conducted experiment. There is however room for some revision. 
 
Lines 87-110: I think this explanation/review should appear in the introduction section, and 
not in methodology. 
 
Lines 321-324: could the author explain better what is meant by the statements ‘On the 
other hand the highest moisture content recorded at design point 20 could be as a 
result of  low percentage of groundnut content 20 % in the blend and high tigernut 
content of 30 % which is characterised by having high carbohydrate that influences 
moisture retention.’ Exactly how does low groundnut content affect high moisture? Also, 
how does high tiger-nut carbohydrate moisture retention lead to high moisture content that 
was recorded? Also, review syntax and punctuations of these sentences. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
1. Line 6: ‘Graundnut’ should be spelt ‘groundnut’. Effect throughout.   
2. Lines 13-15: review for syntax and punctuations. 
3. Line 18: spacing between ‘..... (49.74 to 64.64 %).’ and ‘phytic...’ 
4. Line 81: ‘size reduced’ should be ‘size-reduced’  
5. Line 83: ‘grits was mix...’ should read ‘grits were mixed..’ 
6. Lines 83-84: review punctuations 
7. Line 123: punctuations 
8. Line 155: there should be spacing between bottom line of Table 1 and the Table 2 

title 
9. Lines 162-169: review punctuations. 
10. Line 280: ‘Analysis method of anti-nutritients’ could read ‘Analytical method of anti-

nutritients’ 
11. Line 296,310: I think there should be spacing before the equation lines to make 

them stand out. 
12. Lines 549-550: punctuation 
13. Line 558: ‘rule’ should read ‘role’ 
14. Line 559: syntax 
15. Line 701: ‘were’ should be ‘was’ 
16. Line 715-716: ‘un extrudate’ should read ‘un-extrudate’ 
17. Lines 723-725: review for missing word(s), syntax and punctuation. 
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