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PART 2: 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 This manuscript describes a classical food techexperiment where two components are mixed indifferent proportions to evaluate the nutritional qualityas well as the acceptability of the composed food. In thiscase is specially important because authors are workingwith a food used in underdeveloped areas where asupplement of protein or other compound could be vital.Nevertheless, this manuscript has some drawbacks thatmade the manuscript not valid for publication in thepresent form.English is not my mother language but I feel that themanuscript is not well written and needs a completerewriting, improving English grammar.Second, the introduction lacks many important aspects toconsider the manuscript relevant. How is the extension ofthese two crops? It is not well justified if people that maybe benefit from this food lacks nutrients in their dailyfood or if they need an extra supplement of protein.Third, there is no statistic in the manuscript. In the table2 (chemical composition) there is no an analyisis ofvariance or a mean comparison to see if there aresignificant differences. There is not an study of thesensory panel. Usually, if the results of some panelmembers are not good enough, they are removed fromthe panel. Besides, in Table 3 (Sensory) letters do notcorrespond with the means. As example, Taste: 6.0 (a),6.15 (b), 6.6 (c) and 7.55 (d) Ok, but 6.95 (e) and 6.4(f)????Fourt, there is no discussion at all about the significance
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of the results. In general, authors should show why theytook those traits and why the results obtained areimportant.As conclusion, I like the general idea of this experimentbut authors need to rewrite and explain in detaildifferent aspects before consider the manuscript forpublication.
Minor REVISION comments
Optional/General comments
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