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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.
	
	


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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	  3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	


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, Suggestion: the current title (STUDIES ON PROTEIN FORTIFIED GUAVA FRUIT LEATHER ROLLUPS) is generic and follows an outdated naming convention. It does not highlight the key variables (protein types, sweetener comparison, storage duration).
Recommended improvement: Effect of Protein Sources and Traditional Sweeteners on the Biochemical and Sensory Stability of Guava Fruit Leather During 90-Day Ambient Storage

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No, suggestion: the abstract covers the objective, design, and main trends but lacks critical elements expected by international journals.
Recommended improvement: 
Explicitly state the storage duration (90 days) and statistical significance (p < 0.05). Clarify (first systematic comparison of 4 protein matrices × 2 sweeteners tracking storage-induced biochemical / sensory changes). Add a concluding sentence on practical/industrial relevance (e.g., shelf-life  suitability, clean-label potential). Ensure all reported values in the abstract are accompanied by their statistical context (e.g., ± SD or p-values).

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No, suggestion: while the experimental design and biochemical trends are logically sound, several methodological and reporting gaps reduce scientific rigor:
Statistical reporting: The statistical model, software, and significance tests (e.g., ANOVA, LSD/CD) are not explicitly stated. Table values use arc-sin transformation without explanation. Storage conditions: "Ambient storage" lacks precise temperature and relative humidity monitoring, which is critical for shelf-life studies. Missing stability parameter: Water activity (a_w) is not measured, despite moisture (15–20%) being insufficient to guarantee microbial/textural stability.

	

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

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

	No, suggestion: update 40–50% of the bibliography with peer-reviewed articles from Q1/Q2 food science journals (e.g., Food Chemistry, LWT, Journal of Food Engineering) published within the last 5 years. Ensure consistent citation formatting and prioritize studies directly addressing protein fortification in fruit-based snacks.
	

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

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

	Yes, recommended improvement: Add a formal Ethical Approval subsection citing IRB approval, consent procedures, and compliance standards before manuscript submission.
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