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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 manuscript explores a highly relevant and forward-thinking topic in food science. Using defatted Moringa oleifera seed meal to enrich extruded snacks with proteins and micronutrients is exactly the kind of sustainable innovation the functional food sector needs right now. Pairing this agro-industrial byproduct with finger millet is a smart, practical strategy to elevate the nutritional baseline of conventional cereal snacks.
It is commendable that the study comprehensively evaluates essential quality attributes, including physicochemical properties, antioxidant capacity, textural dynamics, and sensory acceptance. Ultimately, this research holds significant promise for advancing both product development and byproduct valorization.
However, to ensure the absolute scientific rigor of this work, I must be direct about its current limitations. The draft contains several clear methodological and interpretational flaws that require substantial revision. The authors must rigorously address these critical issues before the manuscript can be considered ready for publication.

	




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
	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
	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
	5
	

	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
	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
	3
	

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

	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.

	The current title requires a direct and immediate revision to ensure scientific accuracy. The phrase "antioxidant stability" strongly implies a thorough evaluation of antioxidant degradation over time during storage or thermal processing. In reality, the manuscript only presents a static snapshot of the total phenolic content and DPPH radical scavenging activity in the newly developed extrudates. I strongly advise taking one of two definitive paths to resolve this discrepancy. You should either conduct the necessary temporal trials to provide robust stability data, or you must adjust the title to precisely reflect the specific antioxidant properties you actually measured. Complete transparency and precision in your title are vital for ensuring future researchers can properly discover and build upon your valuable findings.

	

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

	The abstract effectively summarizes your core findings and sets a strong foundation for future research. To maximize its impact, you must align your terminology precisely with your actual methods. Remove the term "antioxidant stability" completely unless you specifically evaluated degradation over time. Additionally, stating that formulation F2 was "optimized" is a clear overstatement. You must accurately describe it as the most acceptable formulation tested instead. Direct and precise language will elevate the scientific credibility of your promising work.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	While the foundational concept of your manuscript is highly promising and advances functional food research, several crucial methodological flaws require immediate correction. You must clearly distinguish independent experimental replicates from analytical triplicates and explicitly define the experimental unit used for your statistical analysis. Furthermore, I strongly advise removing references to antioxidant stability and optimization, as your current experimental design does not actually support these claims. Lastly, your conclusions regarding reduced antinutritional factors and bitterness lack direct measurement. To maintain the highest scientific rigor and ensure your work makes a lasting impact, you must strictly limit your interpretations to the exact data you definitively gathered.

This manuscript tackles a highly relevant and publishable topic by valorizing defatted Moringa seed meal in functional snacks. While your experimental results show real promise, several critical structural issues stand in the way of acceptance. My primary concerns are the blurred lines between independent extrusion replicates and analytical triplicates, which currently compromises your statistical analysis and the misleading use of "antioxidant stability" in the title. Additionally, several of your broader conclusions stretch beyond the actual measured data, and the sensory ethics protocols require explicit documentation. Because these foundational elements require substantial reworking to ensure scientific rigor, I recommend a Major Revision.

	

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

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

	Your literature review establishes a strong foundation, effectively balancing foundational papers with recent research. However, to fully contextualize your findings, you need to close a few highly specific gaps in your citations. I strongly encourage you to incorporate the latest literature directly addressing the extrusion behavior of Moringa seed ingredients. Furthermore, you must include recent studies that explore how the extrusion process specifically impacts antioxidant profiles, as well as the unique nutritional and safety parameters associated with consuming Moringa seed-derived foods. Integrating these targeted references will provide a much more robust framework for your results and significantly elevate the impact of your manuscript. 

	

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

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

	Including a sensory evaluation with 25 panelists adds great practical value to your study, and securing verbal consent was a good first step. However, a critical ethical compliance gap remains that you must address immediately. You need to explicitly clarify whether this study received formal institutional ethical approval or an official exemption. Please directly provide the relevant ethics approval number in the manuscript, or clearly detail the institutional basis for the exemption. Full transparency regarding human subject protocols is an absolute requirement to meet modern publication standards.
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