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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 work has significant benefit to food science discipline with blending alternate  

· The work is promising and contributes to the domain of sustainable functional foods.

· It also create an alternate food product with evaluated health impact with sensory method


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· Yes the Title is suitable
	

	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.


	· Slightly Comprehensive but Abstract is too dense.

·  Consider breaking into 2–3 concise paragraphs or using structured formatting (Background, Methods, Results, Conclusion).

· Add statistical significance values briefly in the abstract for sensory/TPA results.


	

	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.
	· Sufficient with few amendments 

· Ensure uniform formatting (e.g., italicize journal names). As Consistency is one characteristics of standard reference writing.
· Some online sources (e.g., USDA, GoodDot) should include access dates in standard format.


	

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


	· Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Some redundancy and inconsistencies in presentation (e.g., repeated headings like “5.2 Sensory Evaluation” and “5.3 Sensory Evaluation”).

· The flow between sections is occasionally disjointed.

· Some methodological and statistical details require clarification or expansion.
· Some typical errors such as “observe table 2” is ungrammatical—should be “See Table 2” or “Refer to Table 2.”

· Double headings (“Sensory Evaluation”) must be resolved.

· Figures are referenced (e.g., radar chart, bar charts) but actual images may be missing in print or not properly inserted

· Clarify sample size and replicate number for each analysis (TPA, sensory)

· Total CF is stated as 107 g CO₂e in text and ~240 g in abstract select the real and correct data!

· Provide a clear source for emission factors in the table notes 

· More better to make all title inside tables Bald style

( Acceptable with Minor Revision)
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