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	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 contributes valuable data to the scientific understanding of Prosopis africana fermented seeds as a potential functional food ingredient, addressing an important gap in the literature regarding this traditional African food condiment. 
The study provides essential acute and chronic toxicity profiles for the aqueous extract, demonstrating safety at doses up to 5000 mg/kg, which is crucial foundational information for dietary recommendations. The histopathological evidence showing no adverse effects on liver and kidney tissues, combined with organ weight measurements, offers reassurance about the safety profile of this traditional fermented feed ingredient when consumed in moderate amounts.

The research methodology appears sound with appropriate controls and statistical analysis.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	There could be some adjustments made to the title. The title is long, anti-obesity drug can be removed from the title; the scientific name is adequate. I suggest "Comparative Effects of Fermented Prosopis africana Seed Extract and Orlistat on Body Weight and Organ Histopathology in Albino Rats" 
	

	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.


	included aims, design/timeline, methods, results, and a conclusion, which is good. But the abstract is over-long, methodology is text heavy for abstract, and results are ambiguous (e.g., early weight “reduced” vs later “increased”; acute toxicity in mice inside a rat study, it used mice while the efficacy study used rats). It also repeats details (housing/feeding, histology procedures) that belong in Methods, not the abstract.
Contradictory messaging: The abstract positions Orlistat as an anti-obesity study but reports weight gain in treated groups. This fundamental contradiction needs clarification. Key quantitative findings are missing, such as specific LD50 values and actual body weight changes with statistical significance levels.

Vague conclusion: The statement "moderate incorporation of the extract may not increase the body weight" contradicts the reported results showing weight gain.

Remove the confusing anti-obesity framing unless the weight gain findings are properly contextualized 

Clarify that orlistat served as a positive control, not a combination treatment 

Revise the conclusion to accurately reflect that the extract actually increased body weight compared to controls
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript contains several significant scientific flaws that undermine its validity. The study design is fundamentally contradictory. It claims to investigate anti-obesity effects but actually demonstrates weight gain in treated groups compared to controls, yet the fail to acknowledge or discuss this contradiction meaningfully. 
The statistical analysis appears problematic, as the report "significant increases" in body weight for extract-treated groups compared to controls but then conclude that the extract "may not increase body weight," which directly contradicts their own data. 
The methodology lacks important details such as randomization procedures, the sample size of only 4 animals per group is insufficient for reliable statistical conclusions. The interpretation of results is misleading throughout, the present weight gain as somehow favorable while using orlistat (a weight-loss drug) as a comparator, creating confusion about the study's actual objectives and findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are partially sufficient but not recent enough; several core citations are >10 years old and miss 2020–2025 work relevant to fermented Prosopis africana, rodent toxicity, metabolic effects, and the orlistat comparator. Please add up-to-date studies and cite reporting/standards
	

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


	The language/English quality of this manuscript requires substantial revision before publication. The writing contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent terminology that impede comprehension and detract from the scientific content.

Major language issues include Grammatical errors: "The weighs of the rats were monitored" (should be "weights"), inconsistent verb tenses, and subject-verb disagreements throughout. Awkward phrasing: "fed on rat pellets and allowed free access to clean water ad libitium" (should be "ad libitum"), "extract increased non-significantly when compared to" (should be "compared"). Inconsistent terminology: Switching between "extract," "plant extract," and "aqueous extract" without clear distinction. Poor sentence structure: Many sentences are overly long and convoluted, making the meaning unclear and finally Scientific writing conventions: Lacks precision in describing statistical analyses and experimental procedures
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant question and offers preliminary efficacy data using a rat model with an orlistat comparator. However, design and reporting gaps, small sample size, lack of feed-intake, limited extract characterization, and use of end-point ANOVA for repeated weights undermine the strength of the conclusions. Please reanalyze body-weight trajectories with a mixed-effects model, quantify histology via blinded scoring, and report exact p-values, and effect sizes. Clearly state ethical approval, randomization/blinding procedures, and dose standardisation, and update references with recent (2020–2025) literature and reporting guidelines (ARRIVE, OECD acute toxicity). 
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