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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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.
	Due to the fact that the non-dairy alternatives evident potential health and sustainability concerns, this article’s topic is relevant, original with coconut–tigernut blend and also a new study on functional food science by comparing the phytochemical composition and antioxidant capacity of plant, dairy and blended types of yoghurts. Moreover, the antioxidant assays and phytochemical assays provide soundness to the analytical aspect of the study. So the overall study makes a significant contribution to the functional food development towards enhancing the positive health concerns and sustainability. 

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – objective and the hypothesis of the study must be clearly defined
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 – Cannot find any Statistical annotation in the tables (error bars, a,b letters, f value/p value)
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1 – Need to include
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. 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
	3
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	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 - Indicating the plant source (coconut-tigernut) in the title helps to enhance the specificity
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No - The key elements of the abstract is there. But not comprehensively addressed. 

The research gap should clearly address. 

No statistical significance. 
All the elements (background, methods, key finding, and the conclusion) should be addressed and structured clearly and concisely. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes - but need some work.
2.4.2	 Ferric Reducing Antioxidant Power (FRAP) Assay and 2.4.3 	Reducing Power Assay both apparently similar. Therefore, need some clarification or amendment. 
Statistical analysis (p≤0.05) is included in the data analysis (methods) section. But in the results section cannot find any relevant significance level, SEM, error bars, etc. No clear statistical test. This is a major issue and need serious attention.
If you interpret something is significantly different from other you have to justify it with statistics. That’s why you need statistical annotations. So re-check 3.2.1 DPPH Radical Scavenging (you have mentioned PBY (2.41 mg/ml) showed significantly stronger scavenging ability than DBY)


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No – The number of citations are ok. But the quality issue is there. Some old citations are there. Antioxidant assay and the method section need strong recent citations.
Gengghatarani et al., 2025 in the text. But in the list Gengan et al., 2025 should be corrected. 

You can find studies in the past 10 years and can be replaced with the old citations. 

Inconsistency in some citations and formatting. Asian J. Chem. and Journal of Food Research
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No
	





PART 3

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	
This manuscript contributing with key findings towards functional food development. However, major revisions are there and few critical issues need to be addressed prior to accept it.
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