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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 
 

 
1. I find work good but manuscript was written very poor. Lots of grammatical mistakes, space 
problems. Please apply spell check and remove unnecessary spaces in the article. 
2. Abstract was written very poor. Not discussing results of the present finding rather general 
discussion of food. I tried to improve by writing results myself. Please check and make it more 
effective. 
3. Methods section: please mention replicates if used. And statistics if applied.  
4. Table was poor in a way that no uniformity of the units. Some values are in g, some in mg, some %. 
All values should be in one unit so that can be compared between plant materials. I have changed 
values and put in one unit (g per kg of grains). Check all values for accuracy.  
 
Rest was okay, that comparison of two plant materials for many biochemicals together in just one run 
of chromatogram was good. Results were good. Mineral content, fibre content, some essential amino 
acids were found to be higher in E. colona. 
 
Rest of the changes are marked on the manuscript.   
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