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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.


	The manuscript addresses the nutritional and functional characterization of resistant starches derived from underutilized crops—Bambara groundnut and Pearl millet—both of which are critical for food security and dietary diversification. The study contributes valuable comparative insights into the impact of acetylation on proximate composition and digestibility kinetics, highlighting crop-specific responses. These findings are important in the context of low-glycemic index food development and functional ingredients for managing metabolic diseases. Additionally, the work adds to the body of knowledge on sustainable utilization of underexploited legumes and cereals, which is relevant for both industrial applications and nutritional interventions in developing regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is clear but slightly wordy. Suggested alternative:
“Proximate Composition and In-Vitro Digestibility Kinetics of Resistant Starches from Bambara Groundnut and Pearl Millet: Effects of Acetylation”
	

	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 is comprehensive, presenting objectives, methods, results, and conclusions. However:

· It is overly dense with numeric data; condensation would improve readability.

· Key mechanistic insights (why Bambara starch lost RS upon acetylation) could be summarized more concisely.

· The conclusion should emphasize practical applications (e.g., diabetic-friendly food, functional food formulations).

Suggestion: Streamline by reporting only the most significant numerical contrasts and highlight broader implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design, proximate analysis, and digestibility assays follow AOAC and validated protocols, ensuring methodological robustness. However:

· There is a discrepancy in Bambara starch digestibility fractions, where RDS + SDS + RS > 100%. This indicates overlapping categorizations or methodological limitations, which need explicit acknowledgment and discussion in the Results section.

· The explanation for RS reduction in Bambara starch upon acetylation is plausible but requires supporting structural evidence (e.g., X-ray diffraction, FTIR, or DSC). Without these, the mechanistic claim remains speculative.

· Statistical analysis details are insufficient (e.g., ANOVA, p-values, significance thresholds). Clear reporting is required to validate comparative statements.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are relevant but not sufficiently updated. Many are from 2000–2015, with only a few from 2021–2023.
	

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


	The English is understandable but requires polishing. Several sentences are repetitive, lengthy, or awkwardly structured. For scholarly communication, professional editing is needed to improve clarity, grammar, and flow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Figures and tables are informative but need uniform formatting (consistent decimal places, proper captions).

  The discussion could better integrate health implications (glycemic control, gut microbiota modulation) and link findings to global nutrition challenges.

  divergent effects of acetylation in BG vs PM are scientifically interesting and warrant further exploration.
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