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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 study addresses an important nutritional and food processing problem by improving the protein and mineral quality of pounded yam flour through cowpea substitution. Yam-based foods are widely consumed in West Africa but are nutritionally limited, especially in protein. The work provides useful data on physicochemical, functional, nutritional, and sensory changes resulting from cowpea inclusion. The findings are relevant to food scientists, nutritionists, and small-scale food processors interested in developing affordable, nutrient-enriched staple foods.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally appropriate and reflects the content of the study.
	

	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 detailed and covers the major aspects of the study.

However, it can be improved by:

Reducing excessive numerical details that make it too lengthy.

Clearly stating the key outcome in a simpler form (e.g., best substitution level).

Removing repeated statistical phrases and focusing more on practical significance.

Overall, the abstract is acceptable but would benefit from tightening and simplification.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study is scientifically sound and follows standard food science methodologies.
1. There is a duplicated and incorrect paragraph under “Chemical analysis” referring to cowpea and lupin flour, which is not part of this study. This should be corrected or removed.

2. Some units and values (e.g., mineral contents and sugar values) should be carefully rechecked for consistency.

3. The rationale for selecting only four samples for mineral analysis should be briefly justified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate and include recent literature.

However:
· Some references are repeated (e.g., Oyeyinka et al., 2023 appears twice).
	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but requires moderate language editing.

Issues noted:

Long sentences that affect clarity.

Repetition of ideas across sections, especially where results are restated multiple times with minor wording changes across sections.
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