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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.


	Manuscript has strong potential but would require moderate to major revision to improve critical depth, coherence, and scientific rigor before it can be considered for publication.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is informative and reflects the manuscript content well. However, the authors may consider explicitly mentioning “processing and fortification strategies” in the title to better highlight the core focus of the review
	

	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.


	The abstract provides a clear overview of the manuscript’s scope; however, it lacks quantitative synthesis. Statements related to improved nutrient bioavailability, reduced glycemic index, and enhanced micronutrient content would be more impactful if supported by representative numerical ranges or effect sizes drawn from the literature.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript discusses a wide range of processing techniques, yet it does not clearly indicate which methods are most effective or practically feasible for large-scale biscuit production. A critical comparison or ranking of these techniques based on nutritional impact, technological performance, and industrial applicability would enhance the review’s practical value.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript is well-referenced with relevant and recent literature. Minor issues such as duplicate citations, inconsistent formatting, and incomplete references should be carefully corrected before publication
	

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


	The manuscript is written in generally understandable English, and the authors demonstrate good command of technical terminology. However, the language quality requires noticeable improvement to meet the standards of an international scientific journal. Several sections contain overly long and complex sentences that reduce clarity and readability. In some instances, ideas are repeated using similar phrasing, which contributes to unnecessary verbosity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	[1]
The section on combined and sequential processing approaches is conceptually appealing; however, much of the discussion appears speculative. The authors are encouraged to clearly differentiate between approaches that have been empirically validated and those that remain theoretical or exploratory.

[2]
While fortification strategies are covered extensively, potential drawbacks are insufficiently examined. Issues such as mineral–polyphenol interactions, reduced micronutrient bioavailability, or negative sensory effects at higher fortification levels warrant more critical discussion to present a balanced perspective.

[3]
Several nutritional claims particularly those related to anemia reduction and glycemic control are based on short-term interventions or population-specific studies. These findings should be interpreted more cautiously, with explicit acknowledgment of their limitations to avoid overgeneralization.

[4]
Technological challenges associated with dough handling, texture, and shelf life are described in detail, yet proposed mitigation strategies remain largely generic. Greater emphasis on experimentally validated solutions, such as specific hydrocolloids, emulsifiers, or optimized processing conditions, would improve the manuscript’s applicability for product developers.

[5]
The discussion on nutrient retention during baking and storage is fragmented across sections. A more integrated synthesis comparing nutrient losses across processing and baking methods would enhance clarity and scientific depth.

[6]
The tables included are informative but require improvement in formatting consistency. In particular, Table 3 appears incomplete and should be revised for accuracy, clarity, and uniform citation style.

[7]
Regulatory considerations including permissible fortification levels, substantiation of health claims, and food safety compliance are not adequately addressed. Given the manuscript’s emphasis on public health and commercialization, this represents an important gap.

[8]
The conclusion largely reiterates content presented earlier and would benefit from being more concise and analytical. Clearly highlighting key insights, unresolved challenges, and priority research gaps would strengthen the manuscript’s overall impact.

[9]
Finally, although the manuscript is well-referenced, there are instances of duplicated and inconsistently formatted citations. Careful editorial revision is required to ensure accuracy and consistency.
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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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