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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	The aim of the manuscript is very important. This is because using an alternative source, such as unripe plantain and potato, to make some food that is safe for human health. Overall, this manuscript presents an idea that is very important to become a source for future cake making in the country. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	I think the title is good and does not need to change
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.
	The abstract is good, but overall needs to be written in a better way, especially in relation to content and repeated words. Also contains some grammar mistakes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has these scientific problems.
1. The introduction is very weak and contains few references. It should be written again, and also it should be clear what they want to tell the reader. Because the information is mixed and readers cannot reach the goal. And also, there is no interpretation or conclusion of each section.

2. The methods and materials are very weak; some sections are not clear, and the references and methods are not acceptable. Some sections should be put together and written as one paragraph, especially section 2.7. Sampling and digestion procedures are not acceptable for publishing 

3. Results and discussion are very poor; there is not much interpretation or conclusion. Supporting references should be more recent, at least from published papers 5 years old.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are correct, but they contain very old references. 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language is weak. I have found more than 200 grammar mistakes, which decrease the quality of the manuscript.
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