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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 a relevant topic, namely the use of fermented sorghum and pigeon pea composite flour as a substitute for wheat flour in cake making. This topic is quite important because it is related to the diversification of local food ingredients, reducing dependence on imported wheat flour, and increasing the micronutrient content of bakery products. The results of the study showed that the content of potassium, magnesium, calcium, and phosphorus increased in cakes based on composite flour compared to the wheat flour control. This supports the argument that local ingredients such as sorghum and pigeon
pea can increase the nutritional value of bakery products
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
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	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	




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.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	This manuscript has been scientifically prepared, but there are several things that need to be checked again:
1. The abstract states that the calcium content ranges from 301.77–322.77 mg/100 g, whereas in Table 1 the highest calcium value is 322.14 mg/100 g, while the text states that the calcium content ranges from 34.98–46.25 mg/100 g.
2. The background section states that the goal of this study is to assess the mineral, vitamin, and phytochemical content of cake made from fermented sorghum and pigeon pea composite flours, but the results only discuss minerals and vitamins.
3. The cake production procedure states the baking temperature of the cake is 1800 degrees Celsius. Is this temperature correct?
4. The formulation table lists the codes CC, CP25, CP50, CS25, and CS50, but the results section lists the codes SC25, SC50, CP150, CP300, SC150, and SC300.
5. In the discussion of vitamin B1, it is stated that the 100% wheat flour cake had the lowest value at 0.027 mg/100 g, whereas the control table showed 0.021 mg/100 g.
6. The conclusion states that the current study showed that adding sorghum and pigeon pea flours to cake recipes greatly enhanced the cakes' mineral and vitamin content. However, Table 1 shows that the Fe content was significantly lower than the control. This needs to be discussed in detail.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	1. The reference list is quite extensive, and some of the references are relevant. Older references such as A.O.V.C. (1966), Pearson (1991), and James (1996) may be used for methodological purposes; however, they should preferably be supported by more recent methodological references, such as the latest edition of AOAC.
2. The year used for references needs to be consistent. For example, Anene et al. (2025) is cited in the manuscript, whereas Anene et al. (2026) is listed in the reference list.
	

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