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	Author’s Feedback (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 paper provides significant insights through a comprehensive comparison of indigenous black rice with the widely consumed white rice (Swetha type) of Kerala, India. Its findings are relevant in the light of increasing consumer demand for nutritious, traditional rice types and their function in preventive health. The study effectively correlates compositional variations—encompassing dietary fibre, minerals, vitamins, and physical parameters—with prospective health advantages. This type of research not only adds to the body of knowledge in food science, but it also raises awareness of and encourages the use of heritage grains that aren't well-known for nutrient security. The findings may assist rice breeders, nutritionists, and politicians in making sustainable, health-focused dietary decisions.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title correctly represents the substance and goals of the manuscript. It is clear and specific, comparing the nutritional and physical-chemical properties of two types of rice.


	

	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 is not according to the journal guidelines. It will not be in a text box and the abstract should be concise. There should be no subheadings in the abstract, keep the background minimal, write the result and conclusion prominently. After these corrections it is acceptable.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In overall, the manuscript seems to be scientifically sound. The experimental procedures are standard, well-cited, and fit the parameters being researched.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are relevant and mostly recent.
	

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


	In general, the language quality is good enough for academic conversation. There are numerous little grammar mistakes and some difficult phrasing, especially in the methods and discussion sections.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Inclusion of additional figures/chart for easier data visualization is recommended.
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