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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses a critical public health issue regarding the safety and nutritional quality of informal market foods in Nigeria. 
It addresses the nutritional quality and microbial safety of unbranded ready-to-eat cereals sold in an informal market setting, an area that is often under-studied despite its clear public-health relevance. 
The comparison with branded products and regulatory standards also strengthens its value, because it helps identify specific quality gaps that can inform food-safety surveillance and market regulation. 
Overall, the study provides useful baseline data for researchers, regulators, and food technologists working on safe and affordable cereal products in similar low-resource environments.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	It is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the study’s focus on microbial and proximate composition of unbranded ready-to-eat cereals sold in a particular market location. 
Rating 4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	It is comprehensive as it clearly states the aim, methods, sample types, major proximate findings, microbial outcomes, and the main conclusion on food safety.
 Rating 4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Keywords  are relevant to the topic, but they should be  more concise, specific including terms readers would actually search for. So  
Rating  3. 
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The introduction provides adequate context, but it is somewhat repetitive and would benefit from tighter organization and a clearer progression to the research gap 
 Rating 3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The study aim is implied and can be identified, but it is not stated as sharply or explicitly as it should be at the end of the introduction 
Rating 3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature is relevant, but it leans heavily on recent citations without enough critical synthesis, and some statements would benefit from more current and balanced coverage 
Rating 3
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The methods are appropriate for comparing proximate and microbial quality, and the design is broadly sound, though some procedural details need clearer presentation for reproducibility
Rating 4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results are data-rich and relevant, but the narrative is long and occasionally difficult to follow because of formatting problems and dense text
Rating 3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	The tables contain the necessary data, but they need cleaner formatting, clearer notes, and more consistent presentation of units and abbreviations
Rating 3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The discussion does relate findings to prior studies, but it often repeats the same point and would be stronger with more interpretation and synthesis
Rating 3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The conclusion is generally supported by the results, especially regarding microbial contamination and nutritional variability, though it should be slightly more concise 
Rating 4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript does not clearly discuss limitations, which is an important omission for a study of this type.
Rating 1
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The references appear relevant in number and topic coverage
Rating 4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript is understandable in places, but it requires substantial language editing because of grammar, punctuation, spacing, and expression issues
Rating 2
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, the title is suitable, but it is a little long and could be made more concise for better readability and searchability.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive because it includes the aim, methods, main results, and conclusion. It would still benefit from light tightening to improve flow and emphasize the most important findings more clearly.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	 Yes . The study design and analyses are appropriate, but the manuscript needs checking for internal consistency in standard-limit comparisons, wording, and a few result interpretations before it can be considered fully scientifically polished. Suggested improvement: verify all values against the tables, standardize the reporting of limits, and revise the discussion so every claim is directly supported by the data
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	 No, the references are not fully sufficient and recent enough in their current form. They are relevant, but the manuscript would be stronger with more carefully verified, up-to-date sources and cleaner formatting
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No major ethical issues 
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