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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 is important because it provides scientific evidence on the nutritional content of Piper guineense and Xylopia aethiopica, two spices that play a central role in local diets and traditional medicine across Africa. While these plants are widely consumed and trusted for their health benefits, there is still limited data to support these claims. By presenting proximate analysis, the study helps bridge the gap between cultural knowledge and nutritional science, giving a clearer picture of their potential contribution to health and well-being. These findings can also inspire further research into their use in food fortification, natural health products, and community nutrition programs.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Evaluation Of Proximate Composition Of Xylopia aethiopica And Piper guineense Seeds,” is somewhat misleading because the study actually analyzes the leaf of Piper guineense and the seed of Xylopia aethiopica. Using “seeds” for both plants creates inconsistency.

Suggested Alternatives:

· “Proximate Composition of Piper guineense Leaf and Xylopia aethiopica Seed”
· “Nutritional Evaluation of Piper guineense Leaf and Xylopia aethiopica Seed”
· “Comparative Proximate Analysis of Piper guineense Leaf and Xylopia aethiopica Seed”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract provides a basic overview of the study but is not fully comprehensive. It briefly introduces the plants, the aim, and presents some proximate composition values, but it lacks clarity and balance. I suggest the following improvements:

· Clarity of scope: The title refers to seeds of both plants, but the study analyzed Piper guineense leaf and Xylopia aethiopica seed. This discrepancy should be corrected in the abstract.

· Methods: The abstract only mentions “standard protocols” without specifying that AOAC methods were used; adding this would strengthen credibility.

· Results: Too many numerical values are presented, which makes the abstract difficult to read. A concise summary highlighting only the major findings (e.g., which plant had higher protein, fat, carbohydrate, etc.) would improve readability.

· Conclusion: The claim about “lead compounds in drug and nutraceutical formulation” is speculative and should be toned down or supported with references. It would be more appropriate to conclude that these spices can contribute important nutrients to diets and have potential for further exploration.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically relevant but not fully correct in its current form. While the study employs standard AOAC methods for proximate analysis, several issues affect its scientific rigor:

· Inconsistency in plant parts: The title and abstract state “seeds” for both plants, but the methods describe the use of Piper guineense leaf and Xylopia aethiopica seed. This creates confusion and must be corrected.

· Methodology clarity: The proximate analysis procedures are overly detailed in some areas. Replicates, sample sizes, and statistical methods are not clearly described, which limits reproducibility.

· Results inconsistencies: There are discrepancies in reported carbohydrate values between text, figures, and tables, which need correction.

· Discussion drift: The discussion includes phytochemical and pharmacological claims (e.g., antioxidant, anticancer, drug development potential) that are not supported by the data presented in this study. The focus should remain on nutritional/proximate findings.

· References: Several cited works are unrelated to proximate or nutritional analysis (e.g., corrosion inhibition studies) and should be replaced with more relevant literature.
· Clear pictures of the plant materials and reformat the charts for improved clarity and readability should be included.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are not sufficient, not recent, and in few cases not relevant. For example, references [5], and [6] deal with corrosion inhibition which have no direct relevance to proximate or nutritional analysis of food plants. Similarly, references such as [1] (a Ph.D. thesis on unrelated tropical foods) and [3] (on flavour differences in cured hams) do not strengthen the scientific foundation of this study.

The reference list should be updated with more recent and relevant publications (2015–2024) focused on the proximate composition and nutritional/medicinal properties of Piper guineense and Xylopia aethiopica.


	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language of the manuscript is understandable, but it still requires improvement to meet the standards of scholarly communication. There are several grammatical slips, typographical errors, and inconsistencies in expression that affect the overall clarity. For instance, the plant name is sometimes written as Piper guineenses instead of Piper guineense, and some phrases (e.g., “plethoric applications”) could be replaced with clearer alternatives such as “diverse applications.” There are also small issues with formatting of units (e.g., 105°C vs. 105 °C) and spacing around numerical values.
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