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(If not please suggest an alternative title)
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Is the language/English quality of the article
suitable for scholarly communications?

Optional/General comments

The abstract provides an overview of the study but lacks details on the sensory and rheological
outcomes.

Include highlights of sensory improvements and the optimized combination (e.g., 61.78% drumstick

pod pulp, etc.) for better clarity and impact.

While the introduction establishes the significance of drumstick pods, it repeats details found later in the

methods (e.g., blanching parameters, xanthan gum substitution).

Some detalils (e.g., grinding speed and duration) are highly specific and may not add value for all
readers.

Statistical significance of the sensory attributes is presented but could benefit from more discussion on

how drumstick pulp influenced the attributes.
The interpretation of activation energy (Ea) is underdeveloped.

Some figures (e.g., Figure 3) and tables (e.g., Table 5) are overly dense and could benefit from
simplification.

The reference section lacks uniform formatting, and some citations in the text (e.g., “Ravani et al.

2023”) are incomplete.
The manuscript has instances of grammatical errors and awkward phrasing.

The conclusion restates findings without broader implications or future directions.
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