Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	European Journal of Medicinal Plants 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_EJMP_134739

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	FORMULATION OF A FIBER-RICH BAR UTILIZING LOTUS STEM POWDER AND CARROT POMACE

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript contributes to the growing field of functional foods by exploring the incorporation of underutilized plant-based by-products—lotus stem powder and carrot pomace—into a fiber-rich snack bar. The development of such products aligns with current health trends promoting high-fiber, nutrient-dense, and sustainable foods. It also addresses food waste reduction by utilizing pomace, a common juice industry by-product. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Not entirely.
The current title is overly descriptive and could be more concise and impactful. I suggest the following alternative: “Development and Evaluation of a Functional Fiber-Rich Bar Incorporating Lotus Stem and Carrot Pomace”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract covers the objective, ingredients, formulation process, and general outcomes, Specific methodological highlights, Key comparative findings/statistical results, A conclusive statement of the research significance. Include a brief statement on the research gap; include specific comparative findings (e.g., which formulation was best and why), and Revise language for clarity and flow.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The experimental design lacks detail on replication and statistical methods.

· Some inconsistencies are present in data reporting (e.g., T1 mentioned twice with conflicting values).

· Literature comparison is minimal and needs more depth.

· Figures are missing, and tables lack proper statistical markings.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a reasonable number of references, but many are outdated (some older than 15 years). There is a need to incorporate more recent studies (within the past 5–7 years).
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Yes
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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