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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.
	This manuscript is important for the scientific community. The study of this article is to evaluating the effect of orange pomace and carrot flour on nutritional profile of wheat cookies. Wheat, orange pomace and carrot flour samples were formulated into four samples at different proportions. Each combination represents sample code of W100P0C0, W85P5C10, W80P10C10 and W75P15C10 respectively. Proximate composition showed significant (p<0.05) decrease in protein (8.06-9.77 %) and carbohydrate (55.24-58.19 %) while the crude fat (18.19-19.99 %,), fibre (3.22-3.42 %) and ash (4.43-6.82 %) significantly (p<0.05) increased with orange pomace and carrot flour inclusion in wheat flour cookies. The result showed significant (p<0.05) increase in micronutrients (minerals and vitamins) with orange pomace and carrot flour inclusion in wheat cookies suggesting high micronutrient content of orange pomace and carrot flour. 
	



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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

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

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	4=Good
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

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

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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 = Satisfactory
Need details of some references
Details are missing in reference section: 
Hussain et al., 2023

	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	



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.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	A  
      Yes
N  Need detals of page no and delete repeatation of year in following references:
Arcia, P., Curutchet, A., Pérez-Pirotto, C., & Hernando, I. (2024). Upcycling fruit pomaces (orange, apple, and grape-wine): The impact of particle size on phenolic compounds’ bioaccessibility. Heliyon, 10(19).

Bertagnolli, S.M.M., Silveira, M.L.R., Fogaça, A.D.O., Umann, L. and Penna, N.G. (2014). Bioactive compounds and acceptance of cookies made with Guava peel four. Food Science and Technology. 2014;34(3):2014

Edima-Nyah, A. P., Ntukidem, V. E. and James, E. I. (2019). Development and quality assessment of breakfast cereals from blends of whole yellow maize (Zea mays), soybean (Glycine max) and unripe Banana (Musa sapientum). Asian Journal of Agriculture and Food Sciences, 7(4).

Marvin S (2009). Processing of dried carrots and carrot powder. Food Recipe; 2009.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Razzaque, M. S. and Wimalawansa, S. J. (2025). Minerals and Human Health: From Deficiency to Toxicity. Nutrients, 17(3), 454.

	

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

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

	No
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