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Compulsory REVISION comments This manuscript must not be accepted to publish A research in cassava mash properties needed inengineering design. It should be published
Minor REVISION comments The references utilized are from non scientific sources.Figures have low quality.English does not meet the scientific quality

Experiments in food engineeringImproved upon nowUK English edited
Optional/General comments Abstract - This manuscript has no Study design,

Place and Duration of Study and methodology is not
clear.Introduction: This item is too long, with inapropiate figureand unnecessary extra item (background) its completely outof the journal standart.Matherial and Methods:Results and Discussion: The results could be furtherexplored, many details have been omitted in the discussion,which is not based on scientific references. This item doesnot support the conclusions.Conclusions: the results does not support this conclusion.References: The references are not in accordance with theJournal standart, besides they have low scientific quality
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