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PART 1: Review Comments

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

Minor REVISION comments

°C without spaces must be written immediately after the value.

The manuscript has some errors that are missing and extra spaces, for example, Sinoko[11], exact Sinoko
[11]; population> 10,000, exact population > 10,000; 3.1Socio-economic, exact 3.1 Socio-economic;
2.31+0.82 days, exact 2.31 + 0.82 days; Manuche [24], exact Manuche [24]; P=0.01, exact p = 0.01; While
Ayua& Omware, exact Ayua & Omware; (n=45), exact (n = 45); 10.60 +0. 682, exact 10.60 £ 0.682; 26.90+
2.09 minutes, exact 26.90 + 2.09 minutes, etc.

Table 3.2 must be revised into Table 2.

(n = 138) in the abstract must be changed to 139.

P, Q according to the formula do not capitalize but lowercase.

The values presented in the manuscript do not match the values in table 2, table 3, the author needs to
review, for example, 61.33% were women and 42% were men, but in Table 2, 63% were women and 37%
were men.

The effect preservation techniques have on the nutritional quality of jute mallow has not been demonstrated,
so there is still a lack of recommendations for the study area.

In reference, the author needs to present for consistency, for example, reference 2 is different from other
referents, etc.

Optional/General comments
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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