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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.
	The manuscript addresses a relevant food and nutrition problem discuss improving the protein density of fermented maize pap using an affordable, locally available legume. The study evaluates nutritional composition, functional properties, and sensory acceptance across a useful range of soybean substitution levels. 
	


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
	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
The general approach is appropriate, but reproducibility is inadequate. Raw-material variety/lot, exact sample preparation, biological versus technical replicates, fermentation control, centrifuge force, instrument models/calibration, pap reconstitution recipe, serving order/randomization, blinding, and sample temperature are missing. The bulk-density values of 0.01–0.03 g/mL are physically implausible for flour and require raw-data/unit verification. Flour yield is not clearly attributable to each blend.
	

	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
	2
Sensory testing involved human participants, yet no ethics approval/exemption, informed consent, eligibility criteria, allergy screening (soy), confidentiality procedure, or participant demographics are reported. These items must be addressed according to institutional policy.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The tables contain means and SDs but the stated superscript significance letters are absent. Some trends are described incorrectly: 80:20 overall acceptability (5.80) is not comparable to the control (6.90) given the reported LSD of 0.24; pH is non-monotonic; flour yield does not increase consistently; fibre peaks at 40% soybean. Exact ANOVA statistics are not reported.
	

	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
	2
Tables are necessary but need complete units, correctly formatted headings, sample codes, n values, superscript groupings, and explanatory footnotes. Define WAC, swelling index and solubility units. Table 4 should precede the conclusion. Verify unusually small SDs and LSD values.
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
The compositional and sensory trends are partly supported, but suitability for infant complementary feeding, microbiological stability, improved mineral nutrition, and reduction of protein-energy malnutrition were not demonstrated. A 10–20% recommendation needs an explicit decision rule; on the reported LSD, the 20% blend is significantly less acceptable than the control.
	

	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
	2
Several entries require verification and consistency checks. Akingbala et al. (1981), Leach et al. (1959), and Onwuka (2018) are duplicated. AOAC 2015 is cited in Methods but absent from the reference list; UNICEF 2023 is cited but absent; Afiukwu et al. (2013) is cited but absent. Ensure every citation supports the associated claim and add DOI details where available.
	

	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
	2
The manuscript is understandable but needs substantial editing for grammar, duplicated text, spacing, terminology, equations, headings, and punctuation. Examples include “functionalproperties,” “one table of selenium catalyst,” “ten-millimeter portion,” “process was reported,” “crucible fibre,” and the duplicated sentence in the AI-use declaration
	


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, with a minor precision improvement suggested: “Effect of Soybean Fortification on the Proximate Composition, Functional Properties, and Sensory Acceptability of Fermented Maize Pap.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Add n values and essential sensory-method details; correct the claim that 10–20% soybean retained acceptability comparable to the control; and restrict conclusions to outcomes actually measured.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO, The central concept is plausible, but implausible bulk-density values, incomplete methods, ambiguous replication, missing significance letters, inconsistencies between tables and narrative, and overextended conclusions prevent validation of the results.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Correct the missing and duplicated entries, verify bibliographic accuracy and claim-to-source correspondence, and include recent primary studies specifically on soybean-fortified fermented maize pap/ogi.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	YES. Human sensory evaluation is reported without ethics approval or exemption, informed consent, allergy screening, participant characteristics, or a statement protecting confidentiality. These requirements must be clarified before publication.
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