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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	Chocolate is a much-loved food product and using millets in such a product is good attempt in developing commercial millet based products. Therefore the study is quite relevant. However, there are some modifications needed in the paper before accepting it.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Can be changed to- “Formulation and Characterization of Millet-Enriched Chocolate with Good Nutritional Profile”


	

	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.


	Corrections are needed. In Line 4- Four formulations- specify the formulations T1. T2, T3, T4 in the abstract. “Four formulations (T1 to T4) were prepared with different millet ratios and evaluated for sensory characteristics, nutritional composition, microbiological safety, and economic feasibility.”- Since only one formulation was evaluated for nutritional, microbiological quality and economic feasibility, this sentence should be modified. The micronutrient profile was also enhanced- how did the author conclude that nutrient profile was enhanced? No comparison has been shown with similar products in the study so abstract should also be corrected. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.



	Yes, however, more robust experimental design is needed showing how the millet mixtures were decided, how their compositions were altered etc. 
“the total millet content was restricted to 20 g per 100 g, and only the ratios of the three millets were systematically varied across treatments”. - How was the millet ratio decided? There is no experimental design mentioned in the study. The millet compositions have been decided randomly which makes it weakly planned study.

2.5 and 2.6- T2 as the optimized formulation need not be mentioned in methodology. 

In addition to nutrient content, polyphenol and flavonoid content and antioxidant activity could have been determined as these aspects have been mentioned in the introduction. The study and the results should justify the formulation of chocolate with millets. To show that, a control of plain chocolate could have been used. A comparison between plain chocolate and millet-fortified chocolate may have given better view of the benefits of millets.

Results-

3.1-  T2 was optimized based on sensory scores only, not with nutritional and microbiological property. First sentence should be corrected accordingly. 

“This formulation demonstrated an optimal balance between consumer preference and functional enrichment”,----- there is no evidence given here to show that this formulation was better than the other three in terms of nutritional value or functional value. 

Conclusion- “Among the four tested formulations, T2 was identified as the optimised variant, demonstrating superior performance in terms of sensory attributes, nutritional composition, microbiological safety, and economic feasibility.”- Here, again, optimization was done only the basis of sensory attributes but authors have included other factors also. Only one composition that was optimized using sensory scores was subjected to nutritional, microbiological and cost analysis. Authors should correct this. 

	

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

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


	Yes, language is suitable. Authors should check again thoroughly for grammatical or any other errors. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No, as far as the given details show. 
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