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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 investigates the development and quality evaluation of functional biscuits from composite blends of tigernut (Cyperus esculentus) and Afzelia africana seed flour at 0%, 10%, and 20% substitution levels. Proximate, mineral, vitamin, phytochemical, antioxidant, and sensory parameters were comprehensively evaluated using standard methods. Increasing Afzelia africana substitution progressively enhanced protein, fiber, minerals, B-vitamins, phenolics, and antioxidant activity, while 10% substitution (Sample A) was identified as the optimal formulation balancing nutritional enrichment with sensory acceptability. The study provides the first published multi-parameter quality characterization of this composite biscuit system, contributing novel data toward addressing protein-energy malnutrition and micronutrient deficiency in Nigeria.Sonnet 4.6.
	





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
	

	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
	5
	

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

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	5
	

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

	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
	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	





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.
	Partially YES. The title is informative but incomplete — 'Acceptability' in the title should be expanded to 'Sensory Acceptability.' Suggested revision: 'Development and Quality Evaluation of Functional Biscuits from Tigernut (Cyperus esculentus) and Afzelia africana Flour Blends: Nutritional, Phytochemical, and Sensory Acceptability.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The structured abstract clearly presents the aims, design, place, methods, results, and conclusion. Key quantitative findings are reported. It is one of the best-written sections of the manuscript and adequately represents the scope and significance of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Largely YES, with minor corrections required. The experimental design, analytical methods, and statistical approaches are scientifically sound. However, the following must be addressed: (1) Anti-nutritional factor (tannins, phytates, trypsin inhibitors) analysis of Afzelia africana seed flour is absent — this is essential for food safety evaluation of a legume-based product; (2) DPPH reagent preparation contains a volume error in Section 2.9 (11.0 mL should likely be 1.0 mL); (3) the DPPH compound name is misspelled ('iphenyl' instead of 'diphenyl'); (4) the panelist number discrepancy (10 vs 20) between sections must be resolved; (5) Table 3 header incorrectly reads 'Vitamins' instead of 'Minerals'.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The reference list is comprehensive, with 35+ citations including many from 2023-2025. Standard methods references (AOAC, 2019; Pearson, 1976), phytochemical methods (Singleton et al., 1999; Meda et al., 2005), and contemporary functional food literature are all well-represented. The only correction needed is the typographical error 'Lazou et al., 20024' which appears twice and should read '2024'.
	

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

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

	NO. The study appropriately obtained written informed consent from all sensory panelists and documented the selection criteria. Botanical authentication of raw materials was conducted. No major ethical concerns are identified. A statement confirming the absence of human risk or institutional ethics committee approval/exemption for sensory evaluation would further strengthen the ethical reporting.
	



	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	This is a well-conceived and scientifically sound manuscript that provides genuinely novel data on tigernut-Afzelia africana composite biscuits. The comprehensive multi-parameter analytical approach, strong literature contextualization, and clear public health relevance make it a worthy candidate for publication in this journal.The manuscript requires minor to moderate revision before acceptance. Key issues that must be addressed are: (1) correction of the panelist number discrepancy (10 vs 20) between the Methods and Results sections; (2) inclusion of anti-nutritional factor analysis for food safety completeness; (3) embedding of Figure 1 (DPPH graph) which is currently missing from the document; (4) correction of the Table 3 header from 'Vitamins' to 'Minerals'; (5) correction of the DPPH reagent volume error in Section 2.9; and (6) correction of all typographical errors including 'Lazou et al., 20024' and '1,1-iphenyl-2-picrylhydrazyl'.Subject to satisfactory revision addressing these points, I recommend this manuscript for acceptance. The study is publishable and the findings are of value to food scientists, nutritionists, and public health practitioners working on functional food development from indigenous African crops.
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