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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 study offers new information on how to best dry foam mats for black plums, a fruit that is incredibly neglected but is abundant in micronutrients.  This work provides a scientific foundation for nutrient retention during processing through the use of response surface methodology, which can direct future approaches to food preservation.  The findings contribute to the increasing body of knowledge on sustainable fruit processing while giving practical significance for the nutraceutical and functional food industries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It Is understandable and instructive.  However, it's a little lengthy. 

Here are some more sophisticated choices to think about:

  1. "Optimization of Black Plum (Vitex doniana) Foam Mat Drying for Improved Micronutrient Retention"  

  2. "Black Plum Foam Mat Drying: Response Surface Methodology for Optimization and Micronutrient Retention"
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	Your abstract is informative but could be improved by :

Adding a background with one or two lines (why foam mat drying, wh=y black plum).  

Articulating the goal clearly.  

A brief description of ideal drying conditions, which go beyond nutrient levels.  

Too many numerical details being cut down.  

Finishing with significance (applicability to the food or nutritional industries).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Although the work has promise from a scientific standpoint, it need revisions to be completely sound. 

Methods: Clarify HPLC settings, digestion processes, standards, and quality control; fix vitamin analysis (typos like "metal sulfuric acid").

Statistics: Provide accurate RSE values, explain the RSM design in detail, and report the appropriate post-hoc tests (LSD/Tukey). 

Consistency: Fix mistakes such as "500C" → "50–70 °C" and standardize control labels, units, and decimals.  Interpretation: Recast GMS as an emulsifier rather than a protein, and confirm the percentage RDA figures.  Presentation: Improve tables and figures, add optimum conditions, and lessen numerical overload in the abstract.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes, the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications.
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