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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 study's evaluation of the bitter leaf's (Vernonia amygdalina) heavy metal concentration is advantageous to the scientific community. The results of this study will be helpful to the local research regions as well as other communities in determining whether bitter leaf is suitable for human consumption due to the presence of heavy metals. Despite bitter leaf's nutritional advantages, there is rising concern about its safety because of the possibility of heavy metal contamination and accumulation in its tissues, which could be biotransfered to humans who eat it.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	yes
	

	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 presents a solid foundation; however, it would benefit from addressing certain grammatical concerns.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
 The manuscript is scientifically correct
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	yes
	

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

	yes
	

	Optional/General comments

	The abstract presents a solid foundation; however, it would benefit from addressing certain grammatical concerns.
The introductions are well-structured; however, it would be beneficial to revisit the grammatical challenges present.
The methodology presented is satisfactory; however, it would benefit from clearer organisation, with distinct subsections or a more defined separation of the methods employed. Furthermore, it is important to acknowledge that there are several grammatical issues and inconsistencies in the use of tenses that warrant attention.
The results are solid, but they don't go into great detail. This would be better because it would make the study easier for the researchers to understand. Additionally, the findings are grouped together without a distinct division between each area. Furthermore, the utilisation of grammar is subpar and unacceptable.
Although the discussion is well-structured and discussed, the grammar is not properly employed and needs to be revised. 
The conclusion is reasonable, but it might use some work. 
Before the work is accepted for publication, authors should address all concerns raised.

	




















	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883][bookmark: _Hlk156057704]PART  2: 


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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	






Reviewer details:

Abideen Adeyinka Adekanmi, University of Ibadan, Nigeria 

[bookmark: _GoBack]



Created by: DR	              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM	   	Version: 3 (07-07-2024)
