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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 research idea has been studied in several previous studies, and the research objectives were not written. The research methodology appropriate for the study but not new. Tables and figures very bad and need to be reformulated and formatted. The results obtained should have been discussed and compared with the
findings of previous studies on this topic in more detail.
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PART 2



	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 Needs Improvement
From
Processing and Physico Functional Properties of Buckwheat (Fagopyrum esculentum).

To
Primary Processing , Physicochemical and Functional Properties of Buckwheat (Fagopyrum esculentum)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
2 Needs Improvement
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
3 Satisfactory
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

3 Satisfactory
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 = Poor N/A

The research idea has been studied in several previous studies, and the research objectives were not written. The objectives should be written at the end of the
introduction.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good

The literature review relevant and up to date
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory

The research methodology appropriate for the study but not new. The study requires more precise and modern analytical methods such as HPLC
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement

Tables and figures need to be reformulated and formatted
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 Needs Improvement
The results obtained should have been discussed and compared with the findings of previous studies on this topic in more detail, which led to a lack of clarity in the
discussion and documentation of the results.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
The references relevant and not sufficient
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 Satisfactory
	





Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	· The title Needs Improvement from Processing and Physico Functional Properties of Buckwheat (Fagopyrum esculentum) to Primary Processing, Physicochemical and Functional Properties of Buckwheat (Fagopyrum esculentum).
· The research idea has been studied in several previous studies, and the research objectives were not written. The objectives should be written at the end of the introduction.
· The research methodology is appropriate for the study but not new. The study requires more precise and modern analytical methods such as HPLC
· Tables and figures need to be reformulated and formatted
· The results obtained should have been discussed and compared with the findings of previous studies on this topic in more detail, which led to a lack of clarity in the discussion and documentation of the results.
· The references relevant and not sufficient
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)
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