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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 provides valuable comparative data on the proximate and mineral composition of mango (Mangifera indica) and guava (Psidium guajava) leaves, two widely used plants in African ethnomedicine. By quantifying their nutritional and mineral profiles, the study contributes to the scientific basis for their application as functional foods, nutraceuticals, and dietary supplements. The findings are particularly important in addressing micronutrient deficiencies and promoting plant-based alternatives in regions with limited access to conventional nutritional sources. Moreover, the work enhances the understanding of traditional medicinal plants and supports their integration into evidence-based food, feed, and pharmaceutical industries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Nutritional Insights from Mango (Mangifera indica) and Guava (Psidium guajava) Leaves: A Comparative Analysis of Proximate and Mineral Content
	

	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 fairly comprehensive as it outlines the objective, methods, key results, and the relevance of the study. However, it can be strengthened by clearly stating the rationale , and by emphasizing the applications of the findings . A brief mention of the statistical significance of the results would also improve clarity. At the same time, redundant background sentences could be trimmed to keep the abstract concise and focused on the study’s contributions.
1. Too descriptive and wordy; not concise enough.

2. Mixes proximate and mineral findings without smooth transition.

3. Some phrasing is generic (example., “to assess their nutritional and potential therapeutic value”).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	1. Inconsistent formatting (APA, numeric, and mixed styles appear).

2. Some are incomplete (missing page numbers, DOIs, journal volume/issue).

3. Duplicates (Trease & Evans, 2002 appears more than once).

4. Typographical errors in author names (example., “Donatus Ebere Okwu_and Vitus Ezenau”).


	

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


	1. Grammatical issues (spacing, tense consistency, wordiness).

2. Redundancy in some sentences.

3. Occasional unclear expressions that reduce readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	These to be done before this manuscript be accepted for publication 

Introduction

1. Repetition of ideas (e.g., “plants are indispensable sources of food and medicine” appears multiple times).

2. Some sentences are unclear or awkward (e.g., “could prevent surgical operation could be cured ethno-botanically without operation”).

3. Objective mentions “phytochemical” analysis, but no phytochemical results are presented.

4. Citations inconsistent in formatting (like., “Anokwuru et al.”).

Materials and Methods
1. Lack of detail on number of replicates and statistical treatment.

2. No clarity on whether results are reported on dry weight or fresh weight basis.

3. Ethanol extraction described but not linked to results (irrelevant since no phytochemical data was presented).

4. Minor grammar errors (“glass ware” → “glassware,” “grounded” → “ground”).

5. AOAC method not specified by number.

Results and Discussion
1. No statistical analysis (no SDs, no p-values)  yet claims are made about one being “higher” than the other.

2. Some interpretations overstate findings without statistical backing.

3. References sometimes loosely tied to claims (example., “Oliveira et al., 2021” for microbial spoilage).

4. Repetition of obvious observations from tables without deep critical analysis.

Conclusion
1. Mentions phytochemicals though not part of the study.

2. Too broad   goes beyond actual findings.
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