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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 manuscript expands our knowledge of using medicinal plants, such as Drynaria quercifolia, to develop functional foods with enhanced nutritional value. The study shows how integrating plant extracts rich in bioactive compounds and proteins can improve the nutritional quality and health benefits of bakery products. The results can support future research in the field of innovative foods, while providing a scientific basis for the valorization of underutilized plant resources. Through its interdisciplinary approach, the work can encourage collaboration between nutritionists, food technologists, and phytotherapy specialists.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "Development of Protein Enriched Drynaria quercifolia Biscuits to Enhance Human Health" is largely correct and easy to understand, but it can be rephrased to be more scientifically accurate: „Development and Evaluation of Protein-Enriched Biscuits Incorporating Drynaria quercifolia for Enhanced Nutritional and Functional Properties”.
	

	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 clear and covers most essential elements (purpose, method, results and conclusion), but could be improved. Only mention the methodology to the extent necessary (proportions are useful, but there is no need for technical details about cleaning and milling in the abstract). The abstract does not mention millet flour at all.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Some aspects of the article need to be clarified:

· The same sample should have been baked at all three temperatures. Varying the recipe and the baking temperature may make it unclear what impact the temperature has on the final characteristics of the biscuits.

· The number of samples analysed, the replication and the standard methods used for nutritional analyses are not specified.

· The sensory analysis method is mentioned, but not the number of panellists, the selection criteria or the test conditions. The expression: 'The resulting data were statistically analysed using [statistical method] to determine' is unclear.

· In both fragments, there is no mention of the statistical tests used to determine the significance of the differences (ANOVA, Tukey test, etc.). Without this information, the statements about 'significant' differences are methodologically incomplete.

· Fig. 2 is unclear.

· Pay attention to the names of the figures: 3a and 3b, where the physical parameters and the results of the sensory analysis are presented.

· Microbiological analyses for food safety and storage stability would have been useful.

· It would also have been useful to compare the nutritional composition of standard biscuits with that of enriched ones.

· In the 'Conclusions' section, information about texture testing ('Surrey, UK... 2 mm diameter cylinder...') appears, even though it strictly belongs in the 'Materials and Methods' section. This indicates a problem with the organisation of the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Ten bibliographic references are quite few for a scientific article.
	

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


	The clarity of expression in English could be improved.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Mirela Anamaria Jimborean, University of Agricultural Sciences and Veterinary Medicine Cluj-Napoca, Romania
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

