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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 provides a significant scientific critique of conventional food security evaluation models. The researchers argue that including the adverse impacts of food consumption in indicators of a region's food security can be misleading. This research also successfully bridges the conceptual gap between economic food availability and its long-term impact on consumers. Furthermore, this research enriches the global literature on food security dynamics in urban and suburban areas.
	




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
	Rating: 4 = Good
Justification:
This title explicitly captures the core components of the study, namely the independent variable (Household Food Security Status) and the dependent/impact variable (Wellness Sustainability).
The title clearly identifies the spatial context or location where the empirical research was conducted, namely: "Ibadan North Local Government Area of ​​Oyo State, Nigeria."
	

	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: 4 = Good
Justification:
Overall, the article's abstract is comprehensive and meets most of the structural criteria for writing a good scientific journal abstract. It includes essential components, including: Background, Methodology, and Research Findings/Results.
	

	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: 3 = Satisfactory
Justification:
The keyword selection in this manuscript is satisfactory because it successfully captures the main conceptual pillars that underlie the research. However, this selection cannot be considered "good" due to several technical indexing and structural weaknesses.
	

	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: 4 = Good
Justification:
The background is constructed with a strong deductive flow (from general to specific) and successfully identifies important research gaps. Furthermore, the researcher integrates the concepts of the Whole-Food Plant-Based Diet and wellness sustainability as new indicators, making the research justification strong and academically sound.
	

	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: 4 = Good
Justification:
At the end of the introduction, the researcher states the research objectives very explicitly and coherently. The formulated objectives directly address the problem or gap identified in the background, namely the failure of conventional food security indicators to assess the health and food quality of urban communities.
	

	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
Justification:
The literature review presented in the introduction and discussion sections is highly relevant to the main premise of the research, namely the intersection of food security, Whole-Food Plant-Based Diet (WFPBD), and the prevention of non-communicable diseases.
	

	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: 4 = Good
Justification:
The researcher used a multi-stage sampling technique with logically explained stages. The researcher successfully measured the concept of food security using the standard Household Food Security Survey Module (HFSSM) scale and Wellness Sustainability using the Whole-Food Plant-Based Diet (WFPBD) matrix.
	

	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:  2 = Needs Improvement
Justification:
Authors should add a short subsection at the end of the Methodology section or a separate chapter before the References titled "Ethical Considerations" stating that participation in this survey is entirely voluntary, that respondents have the right to withdraw at any time without penalty, and that all data collected will be anonymized to protect their privacy.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
Justification:
All redundant paragraphs are duplicated in the Discussion (4.1) and Conclusion (4.2) chapters. Reorder the table numbers sequentially from 1 to the end to ensure that no table numbers are missing or skipped.
	

	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: 3 = Satisfactory
Justification:
Renumbering is sequential (Tables 1, 2, 3, etc.) without skipping or missing numbers. Ensure each table is cited consecutively in the text. In the methodology section (Study Area subsection), add a formal reference sentence to the map, for example: "The geographical location of Ibadan North Local Government Area within Oyo State is illustrated in Figure 1."
	

	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: 3 = Satisfactory
Justification:
Despite the references used, the discussion section of this manuscript has fundamental weaknesses in terms of academic depth and technical writing.
	

	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: 3 = Satisfactory
Justification:
Synchronize the conclusion text with the data in Tables 15 and 16. If the coefficient is positive, state that increased income increases the chances of health sustainability, not decreases it. Change the writing style of the conclusion so that it does not simply re-state the statistics. The author should emphasize what the data means for policymakers in Nigeria.
	

	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:  2 = Needs Improvement
Justification:
Authors are advised to add a sub-chapter or at least 1-2 paragraphs at the end before the Conclusion (or as an integral part of the Discussion chapter) titled "Limitations of the Study."
	

	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
Justification:
The reference list is well-aligned with the multidisciplinary focus of this manuscript. The author successfully combines literature from the agricultural economics/food security field (such as FAO, monona, and USDA publications) with medical/public health literature on non-communicable diseases (NCDs) and plant-based diets.
	

	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: 3 = Satisfactory
Justification:
In terms of language, the manuscript is written in good, flowing academic English and uses a sentence structure that generally adheres to grammatical rules (grammatically correct). The researcher consistently uses appropriate scientific terms to describe the variables.
	




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.

	NO (Needs Improvement)
Justification:
To make the title more concise, strong, and in keeping with the style of a reputable journal, the author should reduce administrative information and include
	

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

	Answer: NO (Needs Improvement)
Justification:
The author should trim the lengthy descriptive percentage figures in the middle of the abstract and add the logistic regression results and conclusions at the end.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO (Needs Improvement)
Justification:
The Results, Discussion, and Conclusions chapters are filled with dozens of duplicate paragraphs (copied two or three times consecutively on the same page). From a peer-review perspective, this repetitive draft indicates that the analysis has not been properly synthesized and the manuscript has not undergone proper proofreading.
	

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

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

	NO (Needs Improvement)
Justification:
Update Key Indicator References: Replace outdated conceptual references (2007/2010) with the latest periodic reports from global bodies, such as the latest edition of the FAO's SOFI (The State of Food Security and Nutrition in the World) report (2023-2025). This is crucial to contextualize the modern food crisis in urban West Africa.
	

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

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

	NO (Needs Improvement)
Justification:
Authors must add a short subsection at the end of the Methodology section titled "Ethical Considerations." It must explicitly state that participation is voluntary, that respondents can withdraw at any time, that all data is anonymized to maintain confidentiality, and (if applicable) the number of the ethics clearance letter from the relevant authority.
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