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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.


	The study offers   important l practical insights for food formulation and the stability of products during storage. 
The experimental formulations are presented clearly and succinctly 
	

	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.


	Break long sentences into shorter ,clear statements to enhance readability ,
Maintain a formal scientific tone 
	

	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.
	Several key references are old than 10-15 years (1994,2002)
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language need to be formal scientific ,
Shorten long sentences for readability 

Minor language edits to improve readability 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Overall Impression: - 

The abstract summarizes the study objectives, methodology, and results. However, it contains grammatical errors,

awkward phrasing, inconsistent units, and unclear descriptions of some results. Some sentences are long and

could be made more concise.

2. Specific Issues:

 • “Determining of the effect” → should be “investigating the effect”.

 • “Formulated by millets” → awkward phrasing; better: “formulated from millets”.

 • Use consistent units and ranges (e.g., 50 g, 38 g, etc.).

 • Replace “0th” with “day 0”.

 • Microbial data presentation is unclear; TBC and TMC should be clearly defined with units (CFU/g).

 • Last sentence is grammatically incorrect: “without experience and quality deterioration” → should be “without

significant quality deterioration”.

2. Method Details

 • Original: “The spread prepared from 50g finger millet, 38g barnyard, 5g sweet potato, 2g sesame seeds and 5g

anjeer was liked extremely by panel members compared to other treatments and control.”

 • Revised: “Among the tested formulations, the spread containing 50 g finger millet, 38 g barnyard millet, 5 g

sweet potato, 2 g sesame seeds, and 5 g anjeer received the highest overall acceptability from panelists.”

Note: Include details on panel size, replication, and evaluation method for clarity.

3. Storage Study Description

 • Original: “The samples of spread were packed in air tight container and analyzed periodically (0th, 3rd, 6th and

9th) for change in quality.”

 • Revised: “Samples were packed in airtight containers and analyzed at 0, 3, 6, and 9 days of storage to assess

changes in quality parameters.”

4. Moisture Content Results

 • Original: “During 9th days of storage, there was a slight increase in the moisture content of millet spread. In

control, highest percentage of moisture content (58.85 to 62.00%) found, moreover treatment T2 had lowest in

range (50.07 to 53.99%) at the end of storage period.”

 • Revised: “By day 9 of storage, a slight increase in moisture content was observed in all millet spreads. The

control sample exhibited the highest moisture content (58.85–62.00%), whereas treatment T2 showed the lowest

(50.07–53.99%).”

5. Microbiological Results

 • Original: “Total bacterial count (TBC) was not defined at initial stage but it ranged 0.53×102 to 2.46×104 from

3rd day to 9th day respectively. Furthermore, total mold count (TMC) indicates too few to count (TFTC) of

microbial load during the storage period.”

 • Revised: “The total bacterial count (TBC) increased from 0.53 × 10² CFU/g on day 3 to 2.46 × 104 CFU/g by

day 9. The total mold count (TMC) remained below detectable levels throughout the storage period.”

6. Conclusion

 • Original: “The result of present investigation suggested that millet spread could be kept in glass jar air tight

container at room temperature for a period of 9 days without experience and quality deterioration.”

 • Revised: “These results indicate that millet-based spread can be stored in airtight glass containers at room

temperature for up to 9 days without significant deterioration.

The section is well-structured and effectively presents the sensory evaluation of millet spreads during storage.

Results indicate that treatments T2 and T3 consistently retained higher scores for appearance, colour, taste,

texture, flavor, and overall acceptability than the control (T0), with statistically significant differences (p < 0.05)

supported by high F-values. The trends are clearly explained, showing how the treatments helped slow visual,

textural, and flavor deterioration.

Recommendations for improvement:

 • Provide a brief description of T2 and T3 compositions for clarity.

 • Shorten some lengthy sentences to enhance readability.

 • Include a summary table 
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