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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 addresses an important and timely topic : the consumption patterns of millets among urban women in two districts of Punjab (Ludhiana
	

	
	and  SAS  Nagar).  With  the  global  push  for
	

	
	sustainable  diets,  climate-resilient  crops,  and
	

	
	nutritional security under the International Year of
	

	
	Millets	and	subsequent	initiatives,	studies
	

	
	documenting actual consumption behaviours in
	

	
	urban Indian settings are valuable. The focus on
	

	
	women as key decision-makers in household food
	

	
	choices adds relevance for designing targeted
	

	
	nutrition	education	and	policy	interventions.
	

	
	While the sample size is modest and limited to two
	

	
	districts,	the	comparative	approach	and
	

	
	identification  of  specific  constraints  (cooking
	

	
	time, culinary skills, cultural preferences) provide
	

	
	useful insights for promoting millet-based dietary
	

	
	diversity in urban North India. Overall, the work
	

	
	contributes modestly to the growing body of
	

	
	literature on millet revival in India.
	



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 (Good)
	


Review Form (Research)
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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)
	

	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 (Satisfactory)
	





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

Suggestion : The abstract is reasonably informative but lacks structure and precision. It should clearly state the objectives, sample size and sampling method, key statistical findings (with percentages and p-values if any), and specific recommendations. Currently, some sentences are repetitive and the flow is not optimal. A more concise, structured abstract (Background–Methods–Results–Conclusion) would improve it significantly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO (with some issues) Suggestion : Several issues need attention :

· Inconsistent sample sizes in tables (e.g., Table 9 shows n=62 instead of 63 ; Table 3 title is repeated from Table 2).
· Some percentages in tables do not add up correctly or appear rounded inconsistently.
· Table 2 title is duplicated (same as Table 3 in the provided text).
· Limited statistical analysis (only descriptive percentages ; no tests of significance between districts).
· One reference (Nishad and Pathak, 2025) is cited in the introduction but the study focuses on a millet café in Chhattisgarh, which is only marginally relevant.
· The discussion section is very brief and mostly repeats results rather than interpreting them in depth.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO

Suggestion : Only 8 references are listed, which is low for a research article. Several are very recent (2023–2025), which is positive, but more references from 2020–2025 on millet consumption patterns in India (especially urban or North Indian contexts) should be added. The literature review needs expansion to better justify the study and situate the findings.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO

The authors mention that ethical standards were upheld and confidentiality was maintained. No specific ethical concerns are apparent.
	




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

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript has a clear theme and collects original primary data on an emerging topic (millets in urban Punjab). However, it requires Major Revision before acceptance. The main weaknesses are: insufficient statistical analysis, poor organisation and duplication in tables, weak discussion, missing limitations section, and an under-developed literature review. With substantial improvements in analysis, structure, and depth of interpretation, the paper could become suitable for publication in EJNFS. Language editing is also recommended as some sentences are improper or grammatically incorrect.
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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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