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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	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 research conducted the sensory evaluation and shelf-life study of snack Nutraceutical Sports Bars fortified with Prosopis cineraria bean flour. The research opens the scope of an underutilized desert plant as a human food source and can contribute to food sustainability, along with its nutritional benefits. Additionally, it helps in product diversification to meet the demand of future consumers. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, it is. However, specifying that we are using flour from the plant's pods would be appropriate. 
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is very comprehensive. However, the author didn’t examine the nutritional and functional attributes of the bars but concluded that the integration of the flour from pods of Prosopis cineraria enhances the nutritional and functional value, which was erroneous. Thus, either the author should present the comparison of nutritional and functional attributes or remove that part from the entire manuscript. (Same comment for the conclusion sections, too) 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is correct. However, it has multiple deficiencies of formatting. Most of the methodology and results are written in bullet points. It is better to find a suitable combination of bullet points and paragraphs. Where only key concepts/steps should be written in bullet points.

Author/s didn’t discuss any of his/her/their results. Thus, consider including a discussion, for example, discussing the phytochemicals, justification for such practice, demand, and supply of similar products, etc………..   
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No. Discussing the outcomes and their utility with facts and figures cited from the literature will add more references to the manuscript and also enhance its value. 
	

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


	Yes. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Scientific Names

Practice writing scientific names in italic. (ALWAYS ITALIC EVEN IN THE TITLE) 
Method: 

Include the formulation of the bar along with your general preparation steps. (Since you clearly mentioned your objective in the introduction, writing the objective separately in the middle of the methodology section is unnecessary.) Specify the food-grade packaging (Kind/Type). Reduce the bullet point writing. Write more technically and avoid writing insignificant things. For example (Section 4 in the Methodology). 
Result: 

The same results were presented in a table and a graph (Table 2 and Fig. 1). Please exclude one of them. Revise the legends for charts and tables to increase clarity for readers. Reduce the use of bullet points. (If you have one of the comparable commercial products to compare with, that will increase the value of your results.). Increasing the length of the self-life study would be realistic. 
Discussion: 

The discussion is an integral part of scientific articles. It provides perspective on the result, validates it, and relates to previous research and implications. You are missing the discussion on most of your results. (IMPORTANT) 
Conclusion:

The conclusion section is redundant; make it concise and straightforward. The author didn’t examine the consumer’s willingness to pay to conclude about the consumer's acceptability.  
Relative weight allocation across the sections: 

Reduce the weightage you have given to limitations and future research directions to improve the balance within the manuscript. 

References: References have several errors and formatting issues, for example:
Gill, A., Meena, G. S., & Singh, A. K. (2023). Snack bars as functional foods: A review. ([ResearchGate][1]); 
MDPI. (Note: add volume/issue/pages) ([MDPI][2]; MDPI is a publisher not a journal, 

“Prosopis cineraria pods as an unconventional legume: Nutrition and health benefits.” (n.d.). ResearchGate. (insert authors, year, journal) ([ResearchGate][7])

“Quantitative changes in sugar and protein content during maturation of Prosopis cineraria pods.” (2021). IJPAB, 9(5), 147–151. ([Indian J Pure & Appl Biosciences][8]
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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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