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Reviewer's comment

Author's comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The current manuscript deals with assessment of
Dacryodes edulis and Garcinia kola seeds and testa
as a nutritional source. The study findings are
interesting and the authors have tried to look at various
parameters. The manuscript has following issues
which have to be rectified for further consideration.

1) The authors have cited literature papers supporting
the general properties of the indicated plants.
However, the authors have missed some important
literature papers that are discussing the properties of
their seeds.

For instance,
http://www.bioline.org.br/request?nd09083 discussed
the different toxicants and nutrients present in the
African pear seeds.

So, authors should cite the proper literature papers
discussing the properties of seeds and testas in their
introduction, discussion to highlight their findings
comparing to available literature.

2) In methods, the authors have mentioned that the
seeds were stored at room temperature. But, the
measurement for moisture, and other parameters may
vary due to storage conditions. Plz comment on this.

3) All the methods were not described. Though the
authors have cited the papers/books, the protocols are
not accessible to the reads in a easy way. So, | request
the authors to add the details of each method in brief
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and also mention in detail the way the results were
expressed /showed in the manuscript.

For instance, AOAC method for measuring mineral
elements is not accessible. Also, we can see the
difference in the units represented for different
Vitamins.

So, these issues should be clearly described in the
methods in order to facilitate others can reproduce the
same.

4) Some references are very old and not accessible
now. Some of them are 1944/1946/AOAC-1995/2002
are not readily available to the readers. So, | suggest
the authors to cite the ones which they really followed
for their study or the recent papers that were readily
available to community and describe each of the
methods in brief.

5) References-14, 21 & 22 doesn’t have page
numbers. Please insert the page numbers to follow.
6) In the statistical analysis, the authors should
mention about the group that served for comparing.
In the table footnotes, it should be indicated that the
symbols such as a, b.. etc (superscript) described and
in comparison to which group the values are
significant.

7) The manuscript needs grammatical corrections.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional /General comments
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