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AUTHORS: The authors would like to thank Reviewer on professional and helpful comments. It is obvious that Reviewer is an expert in this field. Reviewer`s comments contribute to better quality of the paper that was submitted. All remarks are accepted and the paper is changed according to these comments.
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Please indicate the page numbers for suggested corrections.

Please, be as specific as possible if major correction by the author(s) is recommended! : 

The subject is interesting but the manuscript requires an extensive English revision. Many sentences are difficult to understand; very probably a linguistic revision would improve clarity allowing a better evaluation of manuscript content and quality.

Some examples below, for the Abstract and Title, but the Authors should ask a native English speaker for amending the rest of the manuscript. There are also many punctuation and spelling inaccuracies in the whole manuscript text and in the final references.

AUTHORS: The paper is thoroughly checked for grammatical and writing errors by a native English speaker, as suggested by the Editor and the Reviewers.
Title
In the title would be better to specify “dry residue of wild oregano distillation” instead of generic “residue of wild oregano”. Besides, the title does not clearly states that corn flakes are prepared with this ingredient, so it would be better to change the whole title in: “Physical and sensory properties of corn flakes added of dry residue of wild oregano distillation”.
AUTHORS: the title corrected according to reviewer’s comment 
Abstract
Line 11. Delete “such as ready to eat breakfast cereal, flakes and snacks” because it is repeated at the previous line.

AUTHORS: This sentence was changed, according to Reviewer’s comment,  line 13-14
Line 16. After “dry residue of wild oregano” add “distillation”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment,  line18
Line 16. Here and throughout the whole manuscript) change “samples” with “sample”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment,  line 19
Line 17. Change “altered” (negative concept) with “improved” (positive).
AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment,  line 20
Line 18. After “dry residue wild oregano” add “of ”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 21
Line 19. Before “influenced” add “that, in turn, were”.

AUTHORS: This sentence was changed, according to Reviewer’s, line 22-23
Line 20. After (40.3 %) insert a dot. Then, change “also significantly change” with “Also, oregano significantly changed”.

AUTHORS: This sentence was changed, according to Reviewer’s, line 23
Line 21. Delete “product”.

AUTHORS: The word deleted, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 24
Line 22. Change “observed” with “oregano-added corn flakes compared to the control”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 25-26
Line 23. Change “observed” with “the studied”. Change “Presented data” with “The data”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according Reviewer’s comment, line 27
Line 24. Change “point out” with “pointed out” and change “oregano is a new product” with “oregano are new products”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 27-28
Line 25-26. Change “to the food waste valorization in the food industry”

with “to the valorization of edible industrial waste in food production”

because dry residue of wild oregano distillation is not exactly a food waste, is a waste of pharmaceutical industry, but it can be defined an edible waste.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 30
Introduction

Line 58. After “works” cite the corresponding references (probably they are 2,4,8, but it is not clear).

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 60,  reference 4 deleted and reference 8 changed also the order of references is changed line 408-447.
Line 64. Change “replacing of dry residue of wild oregano” with “the addition of dry residue of wild oregano distillation”. After “1%)” add “to corn-flakes.”

AUTHORS: This sentence was  corrected according  to Reviewer’s comments, line 74-77 including the changes according to 2 Reviewer’s comment
Line 65. Change “who was food waste and can be” to “This residue is an edible industrial waste that can be”.

AUTHORS: This sentence was  corrected according  to Reviewer’s comment (The aim of the work should be better formulated. The information included in lines 74-77 should be deleted. It is repeated in the chapter EXPERIMENTAL), line 74-77 including the changes according to 2 Reviewer’s comment
Line 66. Delete “fabricated”.

AUTHORS: This sentence was  corrected according  to Reviewer’s comment (The aim of the work should be better formulated. The information included in lines 74-77 should be deleted. It is repeated in the chapter EXPERIMENTAL), line 74-77 including the changes according to Reviewer’s comment
Material.

Line 72. Change “corn products” to “corn flake production”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 81
Line 74. Change “tested” with “the”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 82
Line 83. Change “used” with “produced”. 
AUTHORS: This sentence was deleted 
Lines 89-90. Change “(Origanum minutiflorum is” with “was”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 95
Lines 92-93. The sentence from “Trop” to “research” is unclear. What do you mean for Trop? Check the word drafty. Specify in detail how the residue of distillation was prepared for further research. Was it successively milled? At which particle size?

AUTHORS: The sentences explained, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 98-101
Line 95. Explain in this section that CF1, CF2 and CF3 samples were produced, giving details about the amounts of oregano added and specifying that CF1 was the control trial.

AUTHORS: In the line 110-112 explained CF1, CF2 and CF3 and marked contol sample, 
Line 137. Sunflower (SF)? Delete.

AUTHORS: Deleted, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 153
Line 139. Delete “SF”.

AUTHORS: Deleted, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 153
Lines 145-151. Make a separate section for Determination of phenolic compounds. At line 145 correct “Foline” to “Folin-Ciocalteu”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, corrected line 161. 
Results and discussion.

Lines 196-199. Repeated sentences.

AUTHORS: This sentence was deleted according  to Reviewer’s comment 209
Lines 199-201. Unclear, please rewrite.

AUTHORS: This sentence was rewrited according to Reviewer’s comment, line 211-213
Lines 211-212. “Cell wall” could be better replaced by “pore wall”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 226
Line 219. Change “are a desirable quality” with “are desirable characteristics”; change “our enjoyment” with “the appreciation”.

Table 1 title. Change the title (here and in Tables 2-4) to “….of corn flakes added of dry residue of distillation of oregano compared to control”. Specify in the legend what CF1, CF2 and CF3 are and state clearly that CF1 is a control.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 233-234.
Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4 were corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 236, 270, 305, 330
Line 237. Before the sentence starting with “The antioxidant activity…” add another sentence about the content of phenolic compounds:

“The content of phenolic compounds was significantly lower in CF1

(control) than in the samples added of dry residue of wild oregano. The level of phenolic compounds observed in CF1 was in the range observed by other authors in cereal-based foods. A. Pasqualone, A.M. Bianco, V.M.

Paradiso, C. Summo, G. Gambacorta, F. Caponio, and A. Blanco, Production and characterization of functional biscuits obtained from purple wheat. Food Chem. 180 (2015) 64; A. Pasqualone, L.N. Delvecchio, G. Mangini, F. Taranto and A. Blanco, Variability of total soluble phenolic compounds and antioxidant activity in a collection of tetraploid wheat. Agric. Food Sci.

23 (2014) 307.”

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 254-257.
Line 237. Delete 0.98 because it is not a value of antioxidant activity but the content of phenolic substances, that are related to antioxidant activity but are a different thing.

AUTHORS: deleted according  Reviewer’s comment, line 257.
Table 2. In the title add “and total phenolic compounds (TPC)” and in the table legend state the acronyms for DPPH and FRAP. Within the table delete the first column containing “antioxidant activity” written in vertical.

AUTHORS: Table 2 corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 276. 

Line 251. Change “important the sensory characteristics” with “important for the sensory evaluation”.

AUTHORS: This sentence was  deleted according  to Reviewer’s comment, line 279.
Lines 256-257. Delete “due to the contribution of oregano addition”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 279
Lines 255-271. Try to explain the results observed. For example, what was the color of the dry residue? Could have influenced the color of corn-flakes?

AUTHORS: In the line 279-303 explained  according to Reviewer’s comment,.
Line 284. Change “acceptable” to “significant”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 318.
Line 285. Add the sentence “Interestingly, the overall acceptability of oregano-added corn-flakes even increased compared to control, probably due to the protective effect of the antioxidants added against eventual lipid oxidation. The latter phenomenon, indeed, can be the cause of off-flavors, as reported in a similar study where rosemary extract or other natural antioxidants were added to corn-flakes to prevent the formation of off-flavor-responsible volatile compounds. V.M. Paradiso, C. Summo, A.

Pasqualone, F. Caponio. Evaluation of different natural antioxidants as affecting volatile lipid oxidation products related to off-flavours in corn flakes. Food Chem. 113 (2009) 543.”

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 319-324.
Conclusion

Line 336. After “antioxidant activity” add “and phenolic compounds”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 376.
Line 337. After “sample)” add “as compared to control. They may contribute to the valorization of an industrial edible waste….”.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 377.
REPORT: 


The subject is interesting but the manuscript requires an extensive English revision. Many sentences are difficult to understand; very probably a linguistic revision would improve clarity allowing a better evaluation of manuscript content and quality. I suggest major revisions prior to publishing.

AUTHORS: The paper is thoroughly checked for grammatical and writing errors by a native English speaker, as suggested by the Editor and the Reviewers.
In my opinion, this manuscript should: 


be published after major revision and additional review

If manuscript is suitable for publishing, referees recommendation : 


Original scientific paper

------------------------------------------------------

------------------------------------------------------

Reviewer F:

Does the manuscript contain enough significant original material?: 


yes

Is the manuscript clearly and concisely written?: 


no

Are the conclusions adequately supported by the data?: 


yes

Does the manuscript give appropriate credit to related recent publications?:


yes

Are the references appropriate and free of important omissions?: 


yes

Is the length of the manuscript appropriate?: 


yes

Does the manuscript need condensation or extension?: 


yes

Is the quality of the figures (including legends and axes labelling)

satisfactory?: 


yes

Are the nomenclature and units in accordance with SI?: 


no

Are the English grammar and syntax satisfactory?: 


yes

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Please indicate the page numbers for suggested corrections.

Please, be as specific as possible if major correction by the author(s) is recommended! : 


Generally it is interesting work and contains valuable research results.

However, I have some remarks and comments.

REPORT: 


General remarks

1.
In the introduction the authors included basic information, which are

well known and slightly deviate from the topic and the research problem of the work. There is not enough information concerning the properties of enriched corn flakes with different plant materials rich in phenolics and more information concerning healthy properties of oregano should be included. 

AUTHORS: The Introduction sections is greatly improved, according to to Reviewer's, line 53-60.
2.
The aim of the work should be better formulated. The information included in lines 66-68 should be deleted. It is repeated in the chapter EXPERIMENTAL

AUTHORS: Aim rewrited according to Reviewer’s comment, line 74-77.
3.
Line 115-116. How the authors defined hardness, crispiness and

crunchiness of flakes. Besides the values included in Table 2 and in the all manuscript (load cell, texture characteristics) should be given in SI units, not in kg or kg sec-1 and so on. The authors have written under the Table 2 that the measurements were made in 10 repetitions, but in the line 120 is written 5 replicates?   
AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 129-134, 
Line 136 type error, corrected.
4.
Why the authors did not use more oregano residue supplement than 1%?

Perhaps 1,5% could be better than 1.0%.

AUTHORS: increasing the amount of wild oregano above 1% contribute to change color and taste of the flakes product more than consumers are accustomed, the aim of this study was to obtain a new product with similar sensory characteristics as flakes  product without oregano.
5.
The names of authors in the references should be checked carefully (for

example line 8 “Czyż” not “Czy”, line 24 “Świeca” not

“S`Wieca”, line 29 “Agnieszka” is a name not surname.     

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 428, 455 and 467.
Besides: 

Line 10:  “flakes and snack product” should be deleted; it is repeated in line 11.

AUTHORS: deleted, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 13-14.
Line 22: PCA – full name should be used, without abbreviation.  

AUTHORS: full name used according to Reviewer’s comment, line 26.
Line 76: please check the value 49.43% concerning starch content. Generally in the corn flour the starch content is much higher?

AUTHORS: Typing error, corrected, line 85.
Line 98: “Length of screw” change to “length of screw”

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 106.
Line 131: change “Hedonic” to “hedonic”

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 147.
Line 142 and others” please change “total phenolic content” to “total phenolics content” or “total phenolic contents”

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment, line 158, 161.
Line 195: the world Table should be given without brackets Line 218 and others: It makes no sense to repeat in brackets each time the amount of additive used.

AUTHORS: Corrected,according to Reviewer’s comment 
Lines 212-213: Is it true according to Table 1?

AUTHORS: Typing error, corrected,  in Table 1
Line 234 and others: Please align the word “table” with a capital letter in all manuscript Line 27-238: the units in the bracket and the name of antioxidant activity indices should be given.

AUTHORS: Corrected, according to Reviewer’s comment 
In my opinion, this manuscript should: 


be published after major revision and additional review

If manuscript is suitable for publishing, referees recommendation : 


Original scientific paper

------------------------------------------------------
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