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correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 

the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
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Authors provide very general comparison analysis of 

nutritional information for seeds of sheanut and cocoa. 

Need more info for fatty acids composition, amino acids 

breakdown, and sugars content. There is not enough 

information about chemicals/analytical equipment 

(model, name and location of manufacture) used for 

analyses. Results have to reported in tables with 

statistical analysis. Almost references used in this 

manuscript putty old – 20-35 years old. Interesting data 

for anti-nutrients content 

The name and model of all equipment used for 

analyses was stated in the manuscript. The 

author cannot ascertain the state and country of 

manufacture of the used equipment. All other 

corrections have been made in the manuscript as 

suggested by the reviewer. 
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