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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	This manuscript studies an important and understudied public health issue, Konzo, a neurological disorder caused by consumption of bitter cassava in resource-limited settings, and provides experimental evidence for the neuroprotective and rehabilitative effects of sulphur-rich dietary protein supplementation (eggshell and brown beans) in a rat model of Konzo, which may inform low-cost nutritional interventions for at-risk populations, with direct translational relevance to sub-Saharan Africa. In addition, this manuscript adds to the limited literature on rehabilitative, as opposed to preventive, strategies for cassava-induced neurotoxicity.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title seems appropriate, and clear and also accurately reflects the content but I would like to suggest and alternative title to make it consistent with the study. “Sulphur-Rich Protein Supplementation Mitigates Spinal Cord Neurodegeneration in a Rat Model of Konzo”.
	

	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 comprehensive and structured. But I would suggest to briefly mention the qualitative nature of the histological analysis as no quantitative metrics were used
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study seems scientifically correct and well-designed, and the use of a well-established model of cassava-based neurotoxicity enhances the validity of the study; but, the limitations reduces its robustness: such as the sample size n=5 per group is small and may limit reproducibility; in case of data analysis the findings are based on qualitative histological descriptions and lack quantitative measures (e.g., neuronal counts, gliosis quantification), which weakens the statistical strength of the manuscript; and finally the study does not assess motor function, which would provide functional validation of histological findings, still the results are consistent with other studies and provide useful information.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, up to date, and seems pertinent to the study (including sources from 2020 to 2024).  But I have noticed that Baguma et al. twice cited in 2021. I would suggest the authors to add more references on quantitative histological assessment techniques in neurotoxicology models to improve the discussion section.
	

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


	The manuscript is well written and the quality of English is suitable, but the manuscript requires a proof reading as there are few grammatical errors such as inconsistent capitalization of “cassava,” and spacing issues in figure legends.”alonedisplaying”
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures are useful and Annotating histological images with arrows/labels would enhance the interpretation.

The discussion section is strong, but it could further emphasize public health implications and feasibility of implementing such dietary interventions in affected communities. And if AI is used to enhance the readabity then mention it appropriately in the declaration 
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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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