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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.


	The manuscript presents some relevant information on the chemical composition and nutritional value of the Annona muricata fruit, even extending the work to the seed and bark which are often underutilized. This makes it a valuable contribution based on their therapeutic potential to the scientific community. It is especially relevant for those working in the Pharmacognosy, food science, and ethnopharmacology fields as it provides insight into the use of Annona muricata for its antioxidant and phytochemical benefits. 
Although the study serves as a good foundation of the plant’s potential, however, there is a need for further validation of the results via further biological assay or in vivo studies for future use and applications.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Chemical Composition and In Vitro Antioxidant Activities of Annona muricata Flesh, Seed, and Bark
	

	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.


	The abstract is indeed comprehensive, however there is need to make it more concise while highlighting the strengths of the article. For instance, a clear but concise comparison of the fruit’s flesh, seed and bark highlights the novelty of the study, while condensing the methodology to just state the analysis performed. Additional, replacing ‘a significant source of nutrition’ with its potential practical applications such as in pharmaceutical, nutraceuticals or as a functional food ensures the conclusion places emphasis on its significant findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, however there is no statistical comparison presented which makes it difficult to properly assess if the differences in the findings are significant. 

The discussion section does not clearly highlight why the seed had higher proximate values or give possible biological explanations, which will improve the validity of the study. 

Furthermore, it seems in the discussion section, the results in the table were repeated as discussion instead of interpreted. There is a need for a clear interpretation of the results obtained with 2 or more references from previous studies.

Since only in vitro data was studied, there is a need to acknowledge the limitations of the study and the need for in vivo or other clinical studies in the conclusion. Instead of restating the already known benefits of the plant, it would be better if the author could highlight the significance of the study or its contributions in a summary. The comparative analysis of the various parts should be emphasized as well as other practical applications and future directions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There is a need for more recent references as there are several outdated citations. It is good to focus on recent publications from 2020 to 2025 for a stronger context.
	

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


	The manuscript requires further English and language editing to ensure clarity and reduce grammatical errors. There is a need to work on the flow and structure of the manuscript especially in the introduction section. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	There is a need for a clear transition in the Introduction which highlights the global relevance of antioxidants since that is the main assay in vitro performed, as well as the importance of phytochemicals and their use as therapeutic agents. From there, focus can now be placed on Annona muricata and its bioactive profile. From there, research gap from existing literature can be highlighted followed by the aim and objectives of the research, while citing more recent studies. This ensures a clear flow and gives better structure to the introduction.

Clear legends should be used for the tables with statistical significance included for proper presentation and result validation. Also methods should be detailed without being too descriptive, for instance, GCMS seems to be repeated in the methodology. It can be detailed but concise.

Addition of existing literature and biological applications to the discussion section will ensure it is not just generic but deeper and better engagement with readers. Unique contributions of the findings to the scientific community while also showing a clear research gap, should be highlighted in both the abstract and conclusion.
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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