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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	[bookmark: Comments_of_the_Reviewers_]Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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.
	Investigating how Ready-to-Eat (RTE) snacks appeal to the senses and are considered safe to eat is a timely and important topic that provides integrated insights into both of these topics by demonstrating that although they are both studied separately, they both inform one another. This paper offers a deeper understanding of food quality and has important implications on consumer behavior, public health, and food regulations particularly in developing countries. Based on this, the potential for this research to add to the field is high if several of the revisions are made to the manuscript.
	





[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Publication)_]PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	

	
	[bookmark: Rating_of_the_Reviewers_]Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 - The title is a clear description of the study's subject; its purpose and research question(s) as well as the two main variables (sensory evaluation and food safety) and their relationship.
	

	[bookmark: 2._Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_compre]2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 - The abstract summarizes the aims, methods and results clearly, though it suffers from minor grammatical errors, repetition and overall verbosity to the degree of a minimal loss in clarity
and conciseness.
	

	[bookmark: 3._Are_the_keywords_appropriate_and_usef]3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 - The keywords used in this paper are extremely useful because they are appropriate (very relevant) and descriptive enough to make this work easier to find in databases.
	

	[bookmark: 4._Is_the_background_information_of_the_]4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 - The introduction has sufficiently detailed descriptions of the problem and the need for the study; however, several paragraphs contain unnecessary information or redundancy that detracts from the overall cohesion and organization
of the text.
	

	[bookmark: 5._Are_the_objectives_clearly_stated?_]5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 - The objectives are to clearly define the research objectives; they are appropriately structured in direct relationship to the research question and focus.
	

	[bookmark: 6._Is_the_literature_review_relevant?_]6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 - The literature review contains useful and appropriate studies; however, there is a predominance of descriptive studies, which could be improved upon with critically analyzing and
synthesizing the findings.
	

	[bookmark: 7._Is_the_literature_review_recent?_]7. Is the literature review recent?
[bookmark: 5_=_Excellent_4_=_Good_3_=_Satisfactory_]Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 - Recent study data are represented throughout this study (including studies published until 2026), indicating clear use of contemporary research.
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	[bookmark: 8._Is_the_literature_search_methodology_]8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Score: 3 - The article references PRISMA and describes how studies were located; however, there are inconsistencies in the way included studies are reported and no visual depiction of results, such as a
PRISMA flow diagram.
	

	[bookmark: 9._Is_the_Critical_analysis_of_literatur]9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Score: 3 - While this report reviews previous research, it does not provide much depth in its critical analysis or comparison of results, nor does it comment on the methodical limitations of these
studies.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Score: 4 - The researcher can clearly identify gaps in the research on the integration of sensory evaluation and food safety. However, articulation of gaps in the literature could be made more precise.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Score: 4 - The conclusions in this paper are all available in the results and follow logically from them. However, some of the points are repeated, resulting in less impact and clarity than would
otherwise be expected.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Score: 3 - The authors have identified their limitations, but those limitations may not be thoroughly discussed; there is redundancy noted, and a more thorough discussion about the
limitations would allow for a stronger section.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	Score: 5 - The sources cited in this paper are all credible, peer-reviewed sources that are very accessible to the topic at hand; additionally, the authors provide a broad spectrum of sources, which increases the reliability of this study.
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	Score: 3 - The manuscript has grammar mistakes. There are also awkwardly structured sentences, and inconsistencies and errors within the manuscript lead to issues with readability. Grammar changes would be beneficial to the overall quality of the
manuscript.
	




[bookmark: PART_2.2_(Subjective_Evaluation)_]PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	[bookmark: Reviewer’s_comment_]Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The title is clear and appropriate.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but improvement is needed. The abstract should be revised for conciseness, clarity, and grammatical accuracy.
	

	[bookmark: Is_the_manuscript_scientifically_correct]Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. The study is conceptually sound but requires stronger critical analysis and deeper engagement with the literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. Minor formatting inconsistencies should be corrected.

	[bookmark: Yes,_but_improvement_is_needed._The_abst]

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No ethical concerns identified.
The title is clear and appropriate.
	[bookmark: Yes._The_title_is_clear_and_appropriate.]



















PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	This paper covers an important subject as stated above. There is a clear potential for this paper to be a very useful contribution. However, it needs to be revised substantively for not proper quality of language, uneven methodology, and greater depth of analysis.
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