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PART 1: Comments

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

	
	
	Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments
	
	

	
	
	are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	
	

	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 adds valuable knowledge about medicinal plants by comparing the chemical and nutritional content of Thespesia garckeana pulp and seeds. It identifies key compounds like butein,
genistein, and daidzein, which support the plant’s traditional use for reducing oxidative stress and inflammation. The research also shows that the seeds, often thrown away, are rich in fat, ash, and fiber,
making them useful for food and health products. Overall, the work
provides important data on African plants and could help develop new nutraceuticals and medicines.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title is clear and accurate. It shows what the study compares and the type of analysis done.
	







	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 clear but needs improvement. It should mention the exact methods used, such as GC-MS with FID for phytochemical analysis and Soxhlet extraction for fat. Replace “standard methods” with “Standard AOAC methods were used for proximate analysis, and phytochemicals were measured using GC-MS-FID.” Also, state
that ANOVA was used and results were significant at p < 0.05.
Finally, add a practical point: the seeds’ high fiber and fat content means they could be used as functional food ingredients instead of being discarded.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study follows a standard design, but there are issues that need fixing:
1.    Instrument Confusion: The text mentions GC-MS and GC-FID,
which are different. The author must clarify which was used.
2.	Missing Details: The internal standard is not named, and it’s unclear if authentic standards were used for compounds like Butein and Genistein.
3.    Statistics: Comparing two groups should use a T-test, not
ANOVA.
4.	Units: Abstract uses ppm, methods use µg/g—this needs consistency.

Recommendations:
1.    Correct the instrument name.
2.    State the internal standard used.
3.    Confirm authentic standards were used for identification.
4.    Use T-test or explain why ANOVA was chosen.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional
references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are scientifically adequate, but updating the methodological standards and including the suggested comparative studies would significantly strengthen the manuscript's technical
authority.
	







	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The manuscript needs major proofreading. There are grammar mistakes and wrong word choices (e.g., “successfully” instead of “successively”). Professional editing or help from a native speaker is recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments
	This study is useful and addresses an important gap, but it needs major revisions. Key issues include unclear methods, wrong statistical approach, poor language, and outdated references. With
these fixes, the paper could make a strong contribution to medicinal plant research.
	




PART 2:

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

	






Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
There are no ethical problems related to human or animal use because the study only analyzed plant
material in the lab. The author followed proper plant
research guidelines by confirming the plant’s identity and storing a sample in a herbarium. However, there are concerns about data reporting. The abstract shows all values with “± 0.00” (e.g.,
191.86 ± 0.00 ppm), which is unrealistic in
biological research because some variation is always expected. The author should provide raw data to confirm that real replicates were used.
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