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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
The comments raised were indicated in the main
text. Authors need to give detailed discussion of the
results obtained. Standard deviation of parameters
evaluated should be provided. Also, conclusion
section is weak. This should include  key findings
from the study and recommendations in terms of the
best blend among bread samples evaluated.

1. The word quality is not restricted tonutritional studies. If the title had saidnutritional quality, then the commentwould be apt. The quality in this studyincluded sensory quality, physicalquality etc.2. I do not think that the use of meanvalues with superscripts indicatingwhere significant differences existwithout showing the standard deviation(as done in this work) is wrong and so itwas left in its form.3. The conclusion, as well as some othersections was rewritten to answer someof the concerns of the reviewer.
Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments


