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below and then press "Confirm" to proceed. 
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Recommendation: Revisions Required 

You agree your name is revealed to the author of the paper: 
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As part of the Open Review, you can choose to reveal your name to the author of the 

paper as well as to authorize ESJ to post your name in the review history of the paper. 

You can also choose to make the review report available on the ESJ`s website. However, 

ESJ encourages its reviewers to support the Open Review concept. 

  Yes 

  No 

You approve, your name as a reviewer of this paper, is available in the “review history” of the 

paper:    
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  Yes 

  No 

You approve, this review report is available in the “review history” of the paper: 
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  Yes 

  No 

The TITLE is clear and it is adequate to the content of the article. 

* The title is not clear and not also fully adequate to the content of the article. They 

make just an assay to show the qualities and a possible use of mombin plum in 

vinegar production. As they said in the abstract: "The present study aims to valorize 

the pulp of mombin plum fruits ".   

The ABSTRACT clearly presents objects, methods, and results. 



Yes, the abstract clearly presents objects, methods, and results. The manuscript's title can 

be found with it. 

There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this article. 

Authors can find them in attached document. 

The study METHODS are explained clearly. 

* Yes. 

The body of the paper is clear and does not contain errors. 

* The body of the paper is clear but contain several errors. See attached document. 

The CONCLUSION or summary is accurate and supported by the content. 

* Rewrite the conclusion. It looks like a discussion. They are not vinegar producer. 

Instead, they have followed the method of obtaining vinegar from biological 

material. The analysis of the results found allows you to propose, to suggest the 

production of vinegar regarding its nutritional qualities.  This would contribute to 

the valorisation of S. mombin. They have also to give some perspectives before 

ending the conclusion. 

The list of REFERENCES is comprehensive and appropriate. 

* Many references in-text citation has not be included in the list of references and 

vice versa. 

Please rate the TITLE of this paper. 
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Please rate the ABSTRACT of this paper. 
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Please rate the LANGUAGE of this paper. 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

* 

  1 

  2 

  3 

  4 

  5 

Please rate the METHODS of this paper. 
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Please rate the BODY of this paper. 
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Please rate the CONCLUSION of this paper. 
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Please rate the REFERENCES of this paper. 
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  1 
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Overall Recommendation!!! 
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  Accepted, no revision needed 

  Accepted, minor revision needed 

  Return for major revision and resubmission 

  Reject 

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s):  

I urge the authors to make any necessary corrections in the text to make this good work 

even easier to explore. 

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:  
I strongly urge the editors to require all recommendations and corrections from 

the authors prior to publication of this scientific paper 
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Yes, there are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in the manuscript. I 

encourage the authors to correct them. 
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* The list of References is appropriate but there are some authors cited in the text 
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in the list of References. For example : Mbungu et al. (2016); Aboudou et al. (2017); 
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the "Track changes" mode in the attached file. 

Comments and Suggestions to the Editors Only:  
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