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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 research presents a practical strategy for producing fiber-rich, value-added meat products using an underutilized tropical tuber.
	



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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Yes, the title is clear, informative, and highly appropriate for the study.
	


Review Form (Research)
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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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
yes, the abstract is comprehensive and exceptionally well-structured. It efficiently covers all the essential components of the study in a concise manner. It clearly outlines the methodology (incorporation levels of 5%, 10%, and 15%), highlights the key physicochemical and sensory findings, and concludes with a definitive
recommendation of the 10% optimum inclusion level.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
yes, the keywords provided are highly appropriate, comprehensive, and useful for indexing and search
optimization
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Yes, the background information in the Introduction section is sufficient and very well organized.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Yes, the research objectives are clearly and explicitly stated at the end of the second paragraph in the Introduction
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The literature review is relevant, properly integrated, and up to date. The text incorporates foundational knowledge on meat product processing alongside
recent publications up to 2023, 2024, and 2026.
	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Yes, the research methodology is highly appropriate and standard for a meat product development and quality evaluation study. Yes, the research methodology is highly appropriate and standard for a meat product development and quality evaluation study.
	

	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
	Rating: 2= Needs Improvement
The manuscript does not explicitly mention ethical clearance or consent forms for the sensory evaluation panel.
	

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

	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
	Rating: 5= Excellent
Yes, the tables are highly clear, completely relevant, and absolutely necessary for the study.
	

	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
	Rating: 5= Excellent
Yes, the discussion excellently relates the study's findings to existing literature throughout the text.
	

	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
	Rating: 5= Excellent
Yes, the conclusions are fully, directly, and accurately supported by the presented data.
	

	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
	Rating: 1 = Poor
No, the limitations of the study are not discussed anywhere in the manuscript.
	

	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
	Rating: 5= Excellent
Yes, the references are highly relevant and sufficient in number for a short research article.
	

	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
	Rating: 5= Excellent
Yes, the manuscript is written in clear, precise, and easily understandable scientific language.
	




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, the title of the article is highly suitable.
	

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct and follows standard methodologies in meat science and food technology.

The study successfully identifies a clear optimum level (10%) supported by both objective physicochemical trends and subjective sensory data. The language is clear, the formatting of the tables is excellent and the literature review is impressively up to date (citing relevant work up to 2026).

	

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

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	Yes, there is a minor ethical omission regarding human participants that should be addressed before publication.
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Mozhir K.K. Almahdawi, University of Mosul, Iraq
