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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 holds significant importance for the scientific community as it provides a comprehensive understanding of how malting acts as a transformative bioprocess to enhance both engineering and nutritional properties of climate-resilient millets. By integrating physical (density, porosity, grain size) and biochemical (protein, fiber, mineral content) modifications, the study bridges a critical gap between grain processing science and functional food system development. The comparative evaluation of finger millet (GIRA-2) and kodo millet (GPUK-3) offers valuable insights into varietal responses to malting, which is currently underexplored in millet research. Furthermore, the findings contribute to advancing sustainable food technologies by promoting the utilization of underexploited millets in the formulation of nutrient-dense, climate-smart, and health-oriented food 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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The title is clear, precise, and scientifically robust, effectively reflecting the core focus of the study. It accurately captures the key elements, including malting as the central bioprocess, engineering and nutritional reconfiguration, and the emphasis on climate-resilient millets within functional food systems. The terminology used is appropriate for the target scientific audience and aligns well with the scope, methodology, and outcomes presented in the manuscript.

	

	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: 5 – Excellent
The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured, clearly summarizing the background, methodology, key findings, and overall significance of the study. It effectively highlights both the engineering and nutritional transformations induced by malting, along with quantitative results that strengthen its scientific value. Additionally, the abstract successfully conveys the practical implications of the research in the development of functional and sustainable food systems.

	

	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: 4 – Good
The keywords are generally appropriate and relevant to the scope of the study, effectively capturing key aspects such as millet types, malting, and nutritional/physical properties. However, minor improvements can be made by reducing redundancy (e.g., repeated mention of finger millet) and including broader indexing terms such as “functional foods,” “germination,” or “food processing” to enhance discoverability in scientific databases.

	

	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: 5 – Excellent
The background information is sufficient, coherent, and well-organized, providing a clear context for the study. It effectively outlines the importance of climate-resilient millets, the limitations in their utilization, and the role of malting as a processing intervention. The progression from general context to specific research gaps is logical, culminating in a well-defined study objective. Overall, the section demonstrates strong scientific grounding and clarity.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The research objectives are clearly stated and logically derived from the background information, with a well-defined focus on evaluating the engineering and nutritional changes induced by malting in selected millets. However, the manuscript does not explicitly present testable hypotheses. Including clearly formulated hypotheses would further strengthen the scientific rigor and clarity of the study.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The literature review is relevant and adequately supports the study by incorporating key references on millet nutrition, malting processes, and functional properties. It includes both foundational and recent studies, providing a solid scientific basis. However, the inclusion of a few more recent publications (last 3–5 years) and a slightly deeper critical comparison of existing findings would further strengthen its depth and contemporary relevance.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The research methodology is appropriate, well-structured, and aligned with the objectives of the study. The malting process is clearly defined with controlled parameters, and the selection of analytical techniques for evaluating physical and proximate properties follows standard and validated methods (AOAC, Mohsenin). The inclusion of triplicate measurements and statistical analysis (ANOVA) further strengthens the reliability and scientific rigor of the study.
 
	

	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
	Rating: N/A
The study is based on cereal grain processing and laboratory analysis, and does not involve human or animal subjects; therefore, ethical approval is 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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The results are presented clearly with appropriate use of tables and figures. Statistical validation through ANOVA enhances clarity and scientific credibility.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
Tables and figures are relevant and informative, effectively supporting the results. However, minor improvements in formatting, labeling consistency, and figure captions would further enhance clarity. 
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The discussion appropriately relates findings to existing literature and supports observed trends with relevant citations. Further critical comparison and deeper interpretation could strengthen this section. 
	

	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
	Rating: 5 – Excellent
The conclusions are well-supported by the experimental data and logically derived from the results, effectively summarizing the key findings and their implications. 
	

	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
	Rating: 3 – Satisfactory
While the study is comprehensive, explicit discussion of limitations is minimal. Including aspects such as limited varietal scope, controlled conditions, or lack of sensory/product validation would improve this section. 
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The references are relevant, credible, and sufficient to support the study. Inclusion of more recent studies could further enhance the manuscript’s contemporary relevance. 
	

	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
	Rating: 4 – Good
The manuscript is generally clear and understandable with appropriate scientific terminology. Minor grammatical corrections and sentence refinements would further improve readability and flow. 
	






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, the title of the article is suitable. It is scientifically accurate, clearly reflects the scope of the study, and effectively integrates key aspects such as malting, engineering modifications, nutritional reconfiguration, and the focus on climate-resilient millets within functional food systems. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES
The abstract adequately summarizes the objectives, methodology, key findings, and significance of the study. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES
The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate methodology, validated analytical techniques, and proper interpretation of results. 
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: YES
The references are relevant and sufficient to support the study. However, inclusion of a few more recent studies could further strengthen the manuscript.
	

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

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

	Answer: NO
There are no ethical issues, as the study involves plant-based materials and standard laboratory analyses without the use of human or animal subjects. 
	




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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents a well-designed and scientifically sound study addressing the malting-induced transformation of climate-resilient millets, with clear relevance to functional food development and sustainable nutrition. The integration of engineering and nutritional parameters adds novelty and practical significance. While the manuscript is strong overall, minor revisions are recommended, particularly in improving language clarity, updating recent literature, and explicitly stating study limitations. Subject to these minor revisions, the manuscript is suitable for publication.
The manuscript is scientifically strong, well-structured, and relevant, requiring only minor improvements in language refinement, recent literature inclusion, and explicit discussion of limitations.
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