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PART 1: Comments

	
	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.
	I think the article adds valuable insight to the body of literature in this topic, for low and middle income countries, strategies like these will always be welcomed to improve the nutritional status of vulnerable groups.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	yes
	

	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.
	Abstract needs revisions. Most of the material under aims are materials that can be classified as introduction.
Suggested structure: Introduction, aims, type of study, methodology (place and duration can go under methodology), results and conclusions. Type of study resembles experimental study, original study” is not usually cited as a type of study in Scientific literature.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	yes
	

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

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The article could benefit from professional scholarly English editing to improve cohesiveness.
	

	Optional/General comments
	The methodology section does not include how the statistical tests were conducted, the software used and significance levels that were utilised in the study.

Table 1 could be moved directly under 3.1 to enhance cohesiveness of the manuscript, the aim of the table is to support the main finding, but it appears deep in the discussion section making it a bit detached from the message it is supposed to enhance.

The authors could list the industry application that would benefit from higher bulk, the list does not have
to be exhaustive but “wide-range” is too non-specific.

Table naming format is not uniform, table 1 is “table1. “ while table 2 is “table 2”, one has a full stop, the
other does not.
Results and Discussion could align more with the introduction and aims of the study. Some major omissions in the methodology section (statistical tests) noted in the paper
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	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 detail)
no
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