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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.
	This manuscript presents key findings on the proximate composition of leaves and fruits of selected Solanaceae species procured from diverse ecological zones in Sudan. The study is valuable as it demonstrates nutritional variations between vegetative and reproductive parts of plants, which is significant to food science and plant nutrition researches. The results presented here present baseline nutritional data on several wild and medicinal Solanaceae species that have not been extensively researched within Sudan.
	




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
	
4 = Good
	

	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
	
4 = Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
5 = Excellent
	

	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
	
4 = Good
	

	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
	
5 = Excellent
	

	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
	
5 = Excellent
	

	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
	

4 = Good
	

	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
	

3 = Satisfactory
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
      3 = Satisfactory
	

	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


	

4 = Good
	

	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
	

5 = Excellent
	

	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
	
5 = Excellent
	

	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
	
1 = Poor
	

	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
	

5 = Excellent
	

	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
	

3 = Satisfactory
	




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 (but with minor revision suggestion)
The title is generally suitable and clearly shows the main theme of the study; however, it would be more informative if the geographical location (Sudan) of the study is included. A revised title, such as “Proximate Analysis of Leaves and Fruits of Selected Solanaceae Species from Different Regions of Sudan,” is recommended for better clarity
	

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

	In general, the abstract provides valuable information and covers the main objectives, methodology, and key findings of the study. Still, it needs improvement in scientific style and clarity. It contains many grammatical and typographical mistakes (e.g., “spices” instead of “species,” inconsistent use of decimal numbers, and punctuation issues). The results section is too detailed and would be better structured by summarizing key trends rather instead of presenting extensive numerical values.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO,
· The manuscript highlights an important topic and provides useful information on the nutritional composition of Sudanese Solanaceae species; however, some scientific and methodological aspects must be clarified prior to its acceptance.
· Some proximate composition values, especially carbohydrate contents in fruits, seem unrealistically low and do not match with the proposed equation. Re-analyze all proximate compositions.
· Certain ash values in fruits (e.g., 0.001%), are probably typos/analysis errors that need correction.
· The manuscript does not contain any statistical analysis, including replicates, mean ± standard deviation and appropriate statistical tests such as ANOVA.
· Scientific names are inconsistently written as well as spelling mistakes (e.g., Solanum shimperianum, physalis angulata, Nicotania glauca). All botanical names should be correctly spelled, standardized, and italicized throughout the manuscript. 
· The Materials and Methods part requires more detail regarding sample preparation, number of replications, the methodology used, and how calculations were made. AOAC method numbers must also be included.
· Some plant species listed in Table 1 do not include complete collection information, which should be provided. 
· The Discussion part is too descriptive and should focus more on interpretation and comparison with previous studies
· Several grammatical and language issues are found throughout the manuscript; therefore, English proofreading is required.
· Tables and Figures should be improved for better clarity, consistency, and formatting quality. 
	

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

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

	YES,
· References are generally sufficient, relevant, and updated, with many recent citations from 2023–2025
· Duplicate references should be removed (e.g., Bhatla & Kathpalia, 2023 appears twice), and citation formatting should be standardized according to journal guidelines
· Some references appear unrelated or weakly connected to proximate analysis and should be replaced with more directly relevant nutritional studies on Solanaceae species
	

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

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

	NO,
· Manuscript does not appear to have any major ethical concerns
· Still, the authors have to mention whether plant collection permissions or institutional approvals were obtained, specially from wild species other ecological regions of Sudan
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