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 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 

 

It’s an interesting investigation, but the results and 

discussion were not well demonstrated.  Specifically, 

(1) The title was not consistent with the results the 

authors showed 

(2) Research purpose was not properly narrated 

(3) The analysis material was not properly prepared, 

the nutrition facts of the dried samples cannot 

represent the raw meat 

(4) Some mistakes in Tables should be corrected,  

Such as the unit is lost in Table 1,  etc 

(5) (5)  Page 2, line 61 “50 g of ground seed sample”, did 

the authors use the analysis method of seed sample 

to perform the meat sample? 

Corrections/suggestions were noted and 

effected 

Minor REVISION comments 

 

 

 

 

Optional/General comments 

 

More efforts should be paid to improve the quality of the 

manuscript. 

 

 


