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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.
	The significance of this investigation lies in the fact that ginger and turmeric can improve the nutritional value and sensory acceptability of cassava-groundnut snack bars. This study also promotes the development of healthier functional snacks using locally available crops and natural ingredients.

	



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
	

	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
	4
But could be improved.
Suggestions (See comments in the manuscript):
1. Reduce the numbers too much for a better understanding.
2. Enhance grammar and sentence flow.
3. Ensure that the abstract and the main results are consistent (inconsistencies between the abstract and Table 1/Results section).
4. Include the practical significance of the study.
	

	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
But, adding terms such as “functional foods,” “fortification,” or “snack bars” could improve discoverability and indexing.
	

	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
	4
However, the flow between paragraphs could have been improved to strengthen the section.

	

	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
	4
But the manuscript would be improved by a more concise statement of the objective and a more explicit statement of a research hypothesis or expected outcome.
Add a hypothesis.
	

	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
However, the review can be strengthened by including more recent studies specifically on fortified snack bars, functional snack development and sensory evaluation of spice enriched food products.
Suggestions:
1. Sangma, J. J. D. (2026). Future Trends in Functional Foods and Nutraceutical Development. Journal of Food and Biotechnology, 105-4.
2. Vivian, V., & Aripradono, H. W. (2025). Analysis of Consumer Perceptions of Healthy Snacks. Almana: Jurnal Manajemen dan Bisnis, 9(3), 489-498.
3. Edo, G. I., Igbuku, U. A., Makia, R. S., Isoje, E. F., Gaaz, T. S., Yousif, E., ... & Umar, H. (2025). Phytochemical profile, therapeutic potentials, nutritional composition, and food applications of ginger: a comprehensive review. Discover Food, 5(1), 25. 
Please check this reference authors and title.
4. Boukid, F., Klerks, M., Pellegrini, N., Fogliano, V., Sanchez-Siles, L., Roman, S., & Vittadini, E. (2022). Current and emerging trends in cereal snack bars: implications for new product development. International journal of food sciences and nutrition, 73(5), 610-629.
5. Vivian, V., & Aripradono, H. W. (2025). Analysis of Consumer Perceptions of Healthy Snacks. Almana: Jurnal Manajemen dan Bisnis, 9(3), 489-498.
The references are ordered by author name and alphabetized, so the numbering should be removed unless this is the referencing style required by the journal.
	

	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
However, some parts need to be more clearly presented, correction of typographical errors and better explanation of the experimental design and sample formulation.
1. The description of the 3 × 3 experimental design.
2. The sample formulation and coding system (G33, T55, GT7, etc.).
3. The parameters are subscripted in the equations but not in the legends (i.e. the numbers are not subscripted). Please use consistent formatting. Please use automatic equation numbering as well (1. References, 2. Insert Caption, 3. Figure).
4. Flowchart
· Better alignment and improved readability of flowchart. 
· Use consistent arrows and space between processing steps. 
· Add a short caption and state clearly the main processing conditions.
5. Statiscal analysis.
· Clearly describe the treatment groups and comparisons. 
· State the significance level and number of replicates used. 
· Clarify the application of ANOVA and Fisher’s LSD test.
Typological issues (see the manuscript)
“present” → should be “presents” in “The incorporation of ginger and turmeric into cassava-groundnut snack bars present a viable strategy…”
6. Inconsistent use of spacing (e.g., “P<0.05” vs “P < 0.05”), 
7.Describe sufficiently the relationship between ginger, turmeric, and ginger–turmeric blend treatments.
8. Include the experimental matrix to better understand the experiment design.
9. Clarify whether the percentages of ginger and turmeric were calculated based on total flour weight or total formulation weight.
10. Clearly the replication of sample preparation.
11. Clearly indicate whether the control sample underwent the same processing conditions as the fortified samples.
12. Provide the sufficient detail on mixing consistency, mould dimensions, and storage conditions before analysis.
	

	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
	3
The section looks good, but it’s missing a quick mention of things like ethical approval and participant consent. Adding a brief note on how you handled confidentiality would really level up the credibility of the whole study.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
1. Avoid repeating detailed numerical values already shown in the tables. 
2. Highlight only the main findings and trends in the text. 
3. Focus the Discussion on interpretation rather than restating results.
4. Simplify the overly long result sentences.
5. Define sample codes once before the Results section. 
6. Use only the codes in the Results and Discussion to improve readability. 
7. Avoid repeating long sample descriptions and ensure consistent formatting.
Examples of repeated long sample descriptions include:
“sample G77 (Cassava-groundnut snack bar with 7% concentration of ginger)” 
“sample T55 (Cassava-groundnut snack bar with 5% concentration of turmeric)” 
“sample GT7 (Cassava-groundnut snack bar fortified with 7% ginger/turmeric)” 
“control sample-CON (Cassava-groundnut snack bar without fortification)”
Examples of inconsistent spacing around hyphens and colons in the sample code definitions include:
· “G33:-Cassava-groundnut snack bar with 3% concentration of ginger,” 
· “G77- Cassava-groundnut snack bar 7% concentration of ginger,” 
· “GT7- Cassava-groundnut snack bar with 7% concentration of ginger/turmeric blend,” 
· “CON:-Cassava-groundnut snack bar without fortification (Control)”
Suggestions : 
· “G33: Cassava-groundnut snack bar with 3% ginger” 
· “G77: Cassava-groundnut snack bar with 7% ginger” 
· “GT7: Cassava-groundnut snack bar with 7% ginger–turmeric blend” 
· “CON: Cassava-groundnut snack bar without fortification (control)”
	

	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


	         4 
The tables and figure are relevant and useful, but formatting, spacing, consistency, and the flowchert visual presentation should be improved for better 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
	4
However, the paper can be improved with a more critical comparison and inclusion of more recent studies and a stronger discussion and practical implications of the study.
Suggestions:
1. Compare findings more critically with previous studies. 
2. Include more recent references on functional and fortified snacks. 

Examples:
“… turmeric-fortified samples agrees with the findings of….”
“The reduced fat content in fortified samples is consistent with….”
“The higher sensory acceptability of ginger-fortified samples differs from…”
“The moisture content recorded in turmeric-based samples was higher than values…”
“The findigs demonstrate the potentiality of the affordable to produce functional snack products with improved nutritional quality…” 
“The developed snack bars could contribute to healthier dietary choices…”
“The study supports food security and local agro-industrial development…”
“…consumer acceptance and future commercialization of the fortified snack bars.”
	

	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
However, some statements could have been expressed more cautiously and more in line with the study scope, especially claims related to health benefits.
Suggestions:
1. More cautious language and avoid overstating health effects.
2. Link conclusions directly to nutritional and sensory data obtained.
3. Use objective statements based on sensory scores instead of subjective expressions.
	

	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
But, the discussion of study limitations is limited. Limitations such as the small sensory panel, the lack of shelf-life studies, the lack of analysis of bioactive compounds, and the limited evaluation of consumers should be noted.
	

	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
	    4
However, the manuscript can be improved by including more recent references on functional snack development, spice fortified foods, sensory evaluation and food fortification technologies.

	

	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
	4
However, there some langage and grammatical issues to be improved.
	



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

	No.
It can be improved by correcting inconsistencies in reported values, reducing excessive numerical detail and presenting the key results and conclusions more concisely and clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No.
It requires clearer methodology, consistent presentation of data, better formatting of equations and tables, and more cautious interpretation of conclusions.
	

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

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

	No.
The references are relevant but should be supported by recent studies (last 3–5 years) on functional snack development, foods fortified with ginger and turmeric, sensory evaluation, and food fortification technologies.
	

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

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

	No.
No major ethical issues were identified, but the manuscript should clarify ethical approval and informed consent for the sensory evaluation.
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Bertin Mikolo, Marien Ngouabi University, Republic of the Congo
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