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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 
 

The authors reported studies on production, 
storage properties, sensory properties and nutrient 
contents of two dehydrated tomato powder. 
 
Several studies have reported the effect of storage 
conditions on tomato powder. What makes this 
work very unique? This did not come out from the 
introduction. I suggest that the author should do a 
literature search, write out what has been done and 
what gap is to be filled. Furthermore, the topic is 
very confusing. Therefore, I suggest that the topic 
should be changed to effect of drying methods and 
storage conditions on “nutritional value and 
sensory properties of tomato powder” 
 
Firstly, the results are not presented in a clear and 
understandable manner. Secondly, there was no 
scientific explanations for their observations. 
Thirdly, there was no comparison made with 
previous studies. This is very important in order to 
position this study within the existing body of 
knowledge. I suggest that the authors download 
recent articles and compare their own findings with 
them and also explain if there are any, reasons for 
differences or variation. 
 

I accepted the corrections and I have already 
effected all in the manuscript  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

There should be a space between units and numbers. 
This should be a rule of thumb. Degree Celsius should 
be in capital letter. This must be corrected throughout 
the manuscript. 
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Microbial analysis procedure is a wrong title. The 
procedure part of this statement should be deleted, 
please. The same applies to Chemical analysis 
procedure. 
 
The word ‘sensory score’ in Sensory scores of 
dehydrated tomato should be  changed to sensory 
evaluation  
 
Tables 1, 2, 4 and 5 have no unit. This is highly 
unacceptable.  Please put the right unit 
 
It is not very scientific to use sample code 201 and 202. 
Since the samples were oven dried and sun dried. I will 
suggest that the authors put a column as drying 
methods and differentiate these two as appropriate. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
 
 

All the corrections were effected but, analysis 
of lycopene content was not  because this work 
was carried out on dried weight basis and 
according to Toor et al., (2006) drying of 
tomato at low temperatures of 42

0 
C -60

0
 C has 

a decreasing effect on lycopene losses from 10 
to 20%. This reason explains why the lycopene 
was not analysed in this work 

 


