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	1: Review Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s feedback 

	Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?

      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide additional suggestions/comments)


	REVIEW

First of all, I should be grateful to you for selecting me as one of the reviewer of this informative and scientific research article. This article mainly based on bee bread, a nutritious food and it’s nutrition content. There are some points that I mentioned below, should be changed.

i) Abstract of this article consists 360 words. Abstract should be below 300 words. So, it should be concise.

ii) In keyword, first letter of bee bread, protein and fructose should be capital.

iii) The writer should mention at least 5 keywords.

iv) In introduction part, Pseudomonas, Lactobacillus, Saccharomyces should be written in italics.

v) In material and methods, the first letter of the word be should be written in capital letter.

vi) Under bee bread samples, -20C0 is written instead of -200C.

vii) In aim of study, Chemical composition of bee bread should be written instead of bee bread chemical composition.

viii) In the table of result and discussion, there is star mark in L.S.D section. But there was not mentioning about the details of star mark whether it is significant at 0.01 level or 0.05 level.

ix) etal should be written in italics.
	

	Minor REVISION comments


	
	

	Optional comments


	
	


	2: Ethical issues


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)



	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	

	Are there plagiarism issues in this manuscript? If yes, please send us the links or the original source files.
	


	3:  Competing Interest:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. 
If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”



	4: Evaluation score card:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

a. Publish "As it is": (>9-10)

b. Consider after Minor Changes: (>8-9)

c. Consider after Major Changes  
             c.1 Major Changes required: (>7-8)

             c.2 Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

d. Reject: Manuscript is flawed 

            d.1 Rejected (with repairable deficiencies): (>3-5)

            d.2 Strongly rejected (with serious flaws.): (>0-3)
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