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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 study provides a comprehensive evaluation of nutritional and phytochemical composition of indigenous leafy vegetables from Southeastern Nigeria using advanced multivariate statistical approaches (PCA, HCA, correlation analysis). The integration of proximate and phytochemical analysis with chemometric methods offers a robust framework for characterizing plant-based food resources that remain scientifically undercharacterized. For sub-Saharan African countries where these vegetables are essential dietary components, scientific validation of their nutritional and pharmacognostic properties supports evidence-based promotion of dietary diversification and nutraceutical development as strategies to enhance food security and nutrition.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
The title is clearly written, descriptive, and accurately reflects the content and scope of the study. It precisely identifies the subject matter (indigenous leafy vegetables), the geographic location (Southeastern Nigeria), the analytical approach (chemometric evaluation), and the parameters investigated (nutritional and phytochemical variability), providing readers with a comprehensive overview of the research focus.
	

	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
	
Rating: 5 = Excellent
The abstract provides sufficient detail for readers to understand the study without requiring reference to the full text.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
Rating: 4 = Good
the keyword list could be strengthened by including specific plant names or geographic descriptors (e.g., "Nigeria," "Solanum melongena," "Gongronema latifolium") to enhance discoverability and specificity of the study.
	

	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
	
Rating: 5 = Excellent
The section successfully builds a compelling case for the research without being unnecessarily lengthy.
	

	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
	
Rating: 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
	
Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is generally relevant and well-integrated throughout the introduction, citing foundational works and recent publications appropriately. The reference list includes recent citations (2024-2026), demonstrating awareness of current knowledge. However, there are some areas for improvement: (1) several citations contain publication dates suggesting future publications (e.g., Letsoalo et al. 2026, Ezenwa et al. 2026, which are cited in 2024), which raises questions about their availability or accuracy; (2) the review could have included more recent literature on chemometric applications in plant-based foods.
	

	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
	
Rating: 5 = Excellent
The inclusion of quality control measures, replication (n = 3), and statistical validation through ANOVA and post-hoc testing demonstrates rigorous experimental design.
	

	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
	
Rating: 5 = Excellent
	

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

	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


	
Rating: 5 = Excellent
	

	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
	
Rating: 5 = Excellent
The discussion demonstrates excellent engagement with existing literature, systematically comparing the study's findings with previous reports on indigenous leafy vegetables, phytochemical composition, and multivariate analytical approaches in plant science.
	

	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
	
Rating: 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
	
Rating: 5 = Excellent
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good

The reference list is comprehensive (80 citations) and generally relevant to the study's focus. The authors cite appropriate methodological references, foundational works on phytochemistry and nutrition, and recent literature on indigenous vegetables and chemometric approaches. However, there are concerns: (1) several references appear to be from future years (2026), which is problematic for manuscript currency and verification; (2) the proportion of very recent (2024-2026) versus foundational (2000-2015) references is heavily weighted toward the former, which could indicate incomplete vetting; (3) some citations to indigenous African vegetables could be strengthened by including more work from African researchers and institutions.
	

	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
	
Rating: 5 = Excellent
	




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 and appropriately framed. It clearly communicates the research focus, methodology, and geographic context. The use of "Chemometric Evaluation" effectively signals the employment of multivariate statistical approaches, which distinguishes this work from purely descriptive compositional studies.
	

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

	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

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

	PARTIALLY
The references are generally sufficient in number (80 citations) and span relevant topical areas. However, the currency and reliability of the references raise concerns:

Multiple citations with future years (2026) suggest either anticipatory citations or potential errors.

The heavy reliance on very recent literature (2024-2026) may indicate incomplete peer-review verification

Verify all publication years and ensure they correspond to actual published works.

Consider including key review articles from 2020-2025 on chemometric approaches in food science.
	

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

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

	NO
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