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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.


	This manuscript is important to the scientific community because it provides evidence-based data on the development of nutritionally adequate, low-cost enteral feed formulations using locally available crops. It advances knowledge on how traditional processing methods such as sprouting, fermentation, and debranning influence proximate composition and mineral density in cereal–legume blends. The study contributes novel insights into sustainable clinical nutrition solutions for resource-limited settings, where reliance on expensive imported enteral formulas limits patient care. Additionally, it offers a practical scientific framework that can guide future research, product development, and policy decisions in food science, clinical nutrition, and public health nutrition.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable, as it clearly reflects the study focus on nutrient evaluation, enteral feed formulation, and the specific local crops used.

However, it can be slightly improved for clarity, impact, and scientific precision by emphasizing formulation, processing effects, and clinical relevance.

Suggested alternative titles:

Formulation and Nutritional Evaluation of a Plant-Based Enteral Feed Powder from Soybean, Finger Millet, and Red Sorghum

Nutrient Composition and Mineral Profile of Locally Formulated Enteral Feeds from Soybean, Finger Millet, and Red Sorghum

Development and Nutritional Assessment of Cost-Effective Enteral Feed Powders Using Soybean, Finger Millet, and Red Sorghum

Impact of Traditional Processing Methods on the Nutritional Quality of Soybean–Millet–Sorghum Enteral Feed Formulations

These alternatives maintain the original intent while improving readability and scientific emphasis.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is largely comprehensive and well-structured, as it clearly presents the background, objective, methodology, key results, and conclusion of the study.

However, the following improvements are recommended:

Add a brief study design statement, such as “This was a laboratory-based experimental study,” to clarify the research approach.

Clarify the formulation details by briefly stating that six final formulations (F1–F6) were produced, to improve methodological transparency.

Include one key quantitative outcome from the final formulations (e.g., protein or calcium range) to strengthen the impact of the results.

Slightly reduce methodological detail (e.g., listing specific analytical instruments) to keep the abstract concise and focused on outcomes.

Add a clear practical implication sentence, explicitly stating relevance to hospital nutrition programs or policy in resource-limited settings.

No major deletions are necessary, as all current components are relevant; the suggested changes mainly improve clarity, balance, and scientific emphasis.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and methodologically correct.

The study follows an appropriate experimental design, uses recognized standard analytical methods (AOAC, AACC, ICP-MS), and applies suitable statistical analyses to support its findings. The formulation approach, processing techniques, and interpretation of proximate and mineral composition are consistent with current food science and clinical nutrition literature. Conclusions are well aligned with the reported results and are not overstated.

However, the manuscript would be scientifically stronger with the inclusion of nutrient bioavailability data, anti-nutritional factor analysis, sensory evaluation, and shelf-life assessment, which the authors appropriately acknowledge as limitations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes,  the references are generally sufficient and relevant for the manuscript, and they cover the key methods, processing techniques, and nutritional evaluation context.

However, some recent and highly relevant literature (last 5–8 years) could strengthen the background, especially in the areas of:

Plant-based enteral nutrition formulas

Nutrient bioavailability and anti-nutritional factors in processed cereal–legume blends

Functional properties of composite flours in clinical nutrition

Suggested additions (examples you can include in your review form):

Recent reviews on plant-based clinical nutrition or enteral feed innovations — to demonstrate contemporary relevance in the field.

Studies on fortification strategies and bioavailability improvements in cereal–legume blends.

Publications on processing impacts (sprouting/fermentation) with quantified anti-nutrient reductions and enhanced mineral retention.

These additions would improve the manuscript’s literature context and ensure it reflects current research trends.
	

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


	Yes, the language and overall English quality are generally suitable for scholarly communication.

The manuscript uses appropriate scientific terminology, maintains a formal academic tone, and clearly communicates the study objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. The structure and flow are acceptable for an academic journal.

However, minor to moderate language editing is recommended to improve clarity and readability. This includes:

Correcting grammatical inconsistencies and long, complex sentences.

Improving conciseness by reducing repetition.

Standardizing tense usage and technical terms across sections.

These revisions are editorial in nature and do not affect the scientific content of the manuscript.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses an important and timely problem in clinical nutrition by proposing a sustainable, locally sourced alternative to commercial enteral formulas. The study is well organized, methodologically rigorous, and supported by relevant analytical techniques and statistical analysis. The clear comparison of processing methods and formulations adds scientific value and practical relevance. With minor improvements in language polishing, clearer emphasis on clinical applicability, and future work on bioavailability, sensory acceptability, and shelf-life, the manuscript has strong potential for publication and meaningful impact in food science and public health nutrition research.
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