
Review Form (Research)
	Journal Name:
	Asian Journal of Chemical Sciences

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AJOCS_156920

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	CHEMICAL PROPERTIES OF TIGERNUT MILK PRODUCED WITH BLENDS OF WATERMELON AND COCONUT

	Type of the Article
	Research Article




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 explores the nutritional enhancement of tigernut milk by replacing it with juice made from watermelon and coconut milk. The research focuses on nutritional composition and mineral content, results shows that coconut milk significantly improve the level of fat and fiber, while watermelon increased the moisture content but minimizing the protein level. This study proves that with the changing time, plant-based beverages become more functional due to containing better nutritional value. In this way, the utilization of locally available crops plays a crucial role in value addition and food security in agricultural products
	



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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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 = Needs 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
	1 = Poor
	

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

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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 = Not Applicable
	

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

	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 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	       2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	       2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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 = Poor
	

	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
	       2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	       2 = Needs Improvement
	



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.
	NO, the title needs improvement because the study evaluates only the proximate and mineral composition, therefore chemical properties is too broad, so title should be more specific and clearer
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, the abstract contains grammatical errors and unclear sentences in the methodology lines of abstract, pasteurization time is mentioned 15 min, whereas Figure 1 represents 5 min, showing inconsistency. The conclusion of abstract is weak does not clearly indicate which is best performing formulation, does not include keywords which is essential for indexing
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, the manuscript lacks consistencies in several sections.
· The abstract shows that watermelon and coconut increase nutritional values; however, the findings show that protein and carbohydrate decrease due to dilution effects. 
· Objective of research is not stated clearly, indirectly mentioned in last paragragh
· In the preparation of tigernut milk, there is a typo error “Warm watermen’s” and ‘tigenut’ which should be corrected to “Warm water and sugar” and “tigernut”. 
· The entire manuscript requires thorough proofreading to correct such errors. The statistical analysis is weak, as the tables indicate only 2 determinations but scientific experiments require triplicates (n=3). Units for proximate composition are missing. 
· The comparison of results with studies on biscuits and chin-chin studies is not valid or appropriate because those are solid foods, comparison should with similar plant-based milk or beverages. 
· In table 1 and 2 standard deviation are mentioned as 0, which is statistically unlikely and should rechecked the calculation. 
· There is inconsistency in terminology, “Salt concentration” is used in the discussion while “Sodium” is mentioned in table heading. Please consistent terminology should be maintained throughout the manuscripts. 
· In figure 1 and 2 the author mentioned the sources, if the method is authors citation not required, if it is adopted or followed proper citation should be clearly outlined. 
· The statistical software used should be properly specified. There is repetition in fat discussion, and mineral units must be clearly mentioned as mg/100g. 
· Overall, the manuscript has common issues, grammatical errors, incorrect verb tense, spelling mistakes, and repetition of sentences. It requires major revision with improved methodology, clearer statistical analysis, and a more scientifically structured results and discussion.  
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, the manuscript shows many outdated and repeated citations, including very old references (1994, 1995, 2003).  Some non-scientific newspaper references are also included. Several citations are duplicated (Akoma et al., 2006; Onuocha et al., 2025; Olubamiwa and Kolapo, 2008). The author should remove old studies and prefer recent studies from the last 5 to 7 years related to plant-based beverages and functional foods.  
	

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

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

	[bookmark: _GoBack]NO 
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

This manuscript is about functional food development. Although it presents relevant findings, it needs improvement. The abstract should clearly state the objective, methodology and conclusion, The statistical analysis and blend ratio should be clearly mentioned, and grammatical issue should be corrected before it can be considered for acceptance
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