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	Reviewer’s comment
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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, "Nutrient Evaluation of an Enteral Formula Compounded from Soya Bean (Glycine max), Finger Millet (Eleusine coracana), and Red Sorghum (Sorghum bicolor)," represents a significant scientific contribution to the field of clinical nutrition. It presents an applied model for developing sustainable and low-cost enteral nutrition formulas based on relatively neglected local crops in resource-limited environments. The study's importance stems from the systematic combination of food processing techniques (fermentation, germination, dehulling) and precise nutritional analysis (AOAC and ICP-MS), providing reliable quantitative data upon which clinical application can be based. It also fills a clear research gap in the African literature concerning the development of local alternatives to expensive imported commercial formulas. The findings represent a preliminary scientific basis for developing practical therapeutic nutrition interventions in public hospitals.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is scientific and precise, but relatively long and contains methodological details that could be moved to the abstract.

Suggested amendment: Nutritional Evaluation of a Locally Compounded Enteral Formula from Soybean, Finger Millet, and Red Sorghum
	

	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.


	· Add a brief background sentence about the need in developing countries.

· Briefly mention the experimental design and the presence of six formulations (F1–F6).

· Include the key numerical values ​​for the results (protein/fat/fiber/mineral ratios) with minimal reference to the main figures.

· Briefly include limitations and a discussion of future research.

· Include a concise conclusion on the potential for use as a local alternative.

Recommendations for deletion/reduction:

· Reduce the technical details of the treatments (M1–M5) and focus on pre-milling and germination processes in general.

· Remove any redundant information about analytical methods if they have been previously mentioned in general terms.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The experimental design is sound.

· Chemical analyses are valid (AOAC, ICP-MS).

· Statistical analysis is appropriate.

Keynote: The absence of bioavailability assessment and anti-nutrition factors is a significant scientific limitation, but it does not invalidate the study.

Recommendation:

✔ Scientifically sound, with a limitation that can be addressed through discussion.

	

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

· Some phrasing is inconsistent.

Required modifications:
· Standardize citation style according to journal guidelines.

· Ensure that ≥70% of references are from the last 5 years.

· Reduce reliance on secondary sources.

	

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


	· The English language is good in terms of scientific vocabulary, but it suffers from grammatical errors and excessively long sentences.

· There is noticeable repetition, especially in the Results and Discussion sections.

· Some sentences are more descriptive than analytical.

Required revisions:

· Professional language editing.

· Shorten long sentences and shift the descriptive narrative to comparative analysis.

· Consistent use of the past tense in the Methods and Results sections.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Introduction

• A strong introduction supported by recent references.

• The link between malnutrition and enteral nutrition is clear.

Required revisions:

• Reduce length by 15–20%.

• Add a short paragraph clearly stating the research hypothesis.

• Explain why the 30:70 ratio was chosen scientifically.

2. Methodology:

• Too detailed, sometimes at the expense of clarity.

• Some operational details (brand names) are excessive.

Required revisions:

• Shorten the procedural description without compromising replication.

• Add a flowchart of the treatment process.

• Clearly state the number of biological replicates.

3. Methods

• Strong and organized, but there is overlap with the results section.

Required revisions: 
• Separate the results from the procedural description.

• Standardize the numbering of tables (Tables 1–5 have inconsistent numbering).

4. Results:

• The results are very rich and based on strong data.

• However, there is an overabundance of textual recitation of numbers.

Required Revisions:

• Reduce textual repetition of numbers in the tables.

• Highlight trends instead of simply repeating numerical values.

• Clarify the clinical relevance of the results.

5. Figures and Tables

• The tables are numerous and accurate, but they can be overwhelming for the reader.

Required Revisions:

• Merge some similar tables.

• Add at least two illustrative charts (bar charts/radar plots).

• Standardize the style of statistical superscripts.

6. Discussion

• Scientifically sound, but more akin to a “Results + Literature Review.”

Required Revisions:
 • Enhance the comparative analysis with international studies.

• Clearly highlight the novel findings of this study.

• Add a separate section titled “Study Limitations.”
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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