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1: Review Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s feedback  

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 

Yes. The need to search for biobased materials as 
preservative is critical in the present era .  
 
 
 
 
 
 
The title of the paper is adequate but the abstract is 
not concise and needs to reflect the methodology 
and the corresponding outcome of the research 
paper. 
The paper is scientifically correct but the author 
didn't specify the portion or the particular bio 
preservatives  being utilised,is it bacteriocin or 
organic acid or hydrogen peroxide? 
The references at he reference section needs 
rearrangement,why is the year if publication not 
listed immediately after the names of authors? The 
results of the findings in biopreservation is too 
scanty,the author should compare and contrast the 
effect of the different compounds used for 
preservation, chemicals and organic metabolites. 
Pictures alone can't explain the effects 
Similarly, the discussion didn't compare the work 
with previous studies on the subject Recent 
journals should be used to write the discussion. 

Thank you for valuable comments, response 
has been done.  



 

 

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) 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
Rephrase the abstract  
The article should be accepted with the minor 
corrections  put in the article  
 

Thank you for the valuable comments, 
Response has been done accordingly.  

Optional comments 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
PART  2:  
 

 

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) 
 

 
 
 

 


