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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.
	The manuscript presents an interesting study on composite flour from Gbache and soybean; however, it requires major revision before it can be considered for publication. The experimental design is not clearly described and lacks proper statistical analysis. Units of measurement for functional properties are incorrect, and several methodological inconsistencies are observed, particularly in pasting analysis where the reported temperature is unrealistic. Data presentation in tables is unclear and contains formatting errors. The interpretation of results, especially pasting properties such as setback viscosity, is scientifically inaccurate. Additionally, the manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors and requires thorough language editing. Inclusion of proximate composition, improved statistical treatment, and clearer discussion may be requested.
	














































PART  2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	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
	4
	Good

	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
	2
	Need improvement

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

	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
	Satisfactory

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

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

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	Need improvement

	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
	1
	Poor

	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
	2
	Need improvement

	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
	2
	Need improvement

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	Need improvement

	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
	1
	poor

	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
	3
	Satisfactory

	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
	1
	poor









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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No 
· Correct grammar and sentence structure
· Clearly describe the number of samples and correct ratios (e.g., 50:50 error)
· Include key results with proper units
· Mention statistical significance (p-values)
· Add a clear conclusion with practical application)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Methodological errors 
· RVA temperature incorrectly reported as 300°C (should be ~30°C) 
· Methods written in future tense instead of past tense 
· Missing experimental design details 
Statistical analysis missing 
· No ANOVA or statistical test described 
· Only duplicate readings used (not sufficient) 
· No explanation of superscripts in tables 
Incorrect units 
· Swelling index, foam capacity, and emulsifying capacity reported in wrong units 
Interpretation errors 
· Setback viscosity wrongly explained (it actually indicates retrogradation) 
Data presentation issues 
· Tables poorly formatted 
· Some values unclear or inconsistent 
· Very small variation in anti-nutritional values needs justification
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Add more recent references (last 5–10 years) 
Include studies on: 
· composite flour applications 
· functional food development 
· Tacca (Gbache) utilization 
Improve citation consistency and formatting
	






PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript deals with a relevant topic, especially the use of underutilized crops for composite flour production. However, there are major concerns regarding methodology, lack of statistical analysis, incorrect units, and poor language quality. The interpretation of results is sometimes inaccurate, and data presentation needs improvement.

In its current form, the manuscript does not meet publication standards. A decision of major revision is recommended. Acceptance should only be considered after substantial improvement in experimental description, statistical validation, and overall clarity.

Additionally, the manuscript appears to be a research article but is submitted as a review article, which should be corrected.
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PART  3: 
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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