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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 manuscript provides important baseline data on the nutritional and functional properties of Adansonia digitata fruit powder from Ghana’s semi-deciduous forest, a region with limited prior documentation. It strengthens understanding of baobab’s compositional variation across ecological zones and its potential role in improving food and nutrition security. The findings are relevant to food scientists, nutrition experts, and policymakers working on the valorization of indigenous plant resources for sustainable food systems


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Photochemicals, Functional Properties and Nutritional Potential of Baobab (Adansonia digitata) Fruit Powder: Insights from Ghana’s Semi-Deciduous Forest,” is generally informative but slightly inaccurate and wordy. The word “Photochemicals” appears to be a typographical error, it should be “Phytochemicals.” Also, “Insights from Ghana’s Semi-Deciduous Forest” could be shortened for clarity and scientific precision. Suggested alternative title: “Phytochemical Composition, Functional Properties, and Nutritional Value of Baobab (Adansonia digitata) Fruit Powder from Ghana’s Semi-Deciduous Forest Zone

	

	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 informative and covers key aspects of the study, including objectives, methods, major findings, and relevance. However, it is not fully comprehensive and can be improved for clarity, balance, and international readability. It currently mixes background and results without clear structure, and several sentences are long and repetitive. The statistical results are also mentioned without proper context or comparative strength.

In summary:
· Begin with a clear statement of the study’s aim.

· Briefly describe the analytical and statistical methods, noting that data were analyzed using R software (version 4.5.1; R Core Team, 2022).

· Present only the main results with simplified numerical values.

· Conclude with one strong sentence linking the findings to their nutritional and food security relevance.

· Keep the abstract within 180–220 words, ensuring logical flow from objective → methods → results → conclusion, in line with international journal standards.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, but there are a few issues that need attention to strengthen its credibility and alignment with international standards. The analytical methods used (AOAC procedures, AAS, spectrophotometry) are valid and well-established, and the results are consistent with previous studies on Adansonia digitata. However, several points require improvement:

1. Terminology correction: Replace “Photochemicals” with “Phytochemicals” throughout.

2. Statistical analysis: The manuscript mentions the use of R-Studio but does not specify the exact version (should be cited as R software, version 4.5.1; R Core Team, 2022). The statistical description is minimal; more detail on the model assumptions, replication, and significance levels would strengthen scientific rigor.

3. Data interpretation: Some results are reported with excessive precision (too many decimal places) and without adequate biological explanation. These should be rounded and discussed more critically.

4. Comparative discussion: While cross-references with other studies are made, the discussion could better interpret why compositional differences occur (e.g., environmental, varietal, or methodological factors).

5. Language and consistency: Minor grammatical and structural issues affect clarity and scientific tone.

In summary, the manuscript is scientifically correct in concept and methodology, but it needs minor to moderate revisions in statistical reporting, result interpretation, and technical accuracy to fully meet international publication standards


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate but would benefit from the inclusion of recent (2020–2024) peer-reviewed articles to ensure the manuscript reflects current scientific perspectives and meets international publication standards.


	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is fair but not yet suitable for international scholarly communication without revision. The scientific ideas are clear, but the writing needs better structure, consistency, and precision. Several sentences are overly long, with grammatical errors, misplaced punctuation, and inconsistent tense usage. Some expressions are also informal or repetitive, reducing readability and professional tone.

Key issues and recommendations:
1. Grammar and syntax: Frequent errors in verb agreement, punctuation, and sentence structure need correction.

2. Word choice: Replace casual or redundant terms (e.g., “the study has revealed”) with concise academic phrasing (“the study revealed”).

3. Scientific tone: Maintain objectivity and avoid personal or narrative expressions.

4. Consistency: Ensure uniform use of technical terms (e.g.,“phytochemicals,” not “photochemicals”) and measurement units.

5. Flow and clarity: Improve transitions between ideas, especially in the Introduction and Discussion sections.

Summary:
The manuscript requires moderate to substantial language editing by a professional scientific editor or a native English speaker familiar with agricultural and food science writing. Once revised, it can meet the linguistic standards expected for international journal publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is relevant and adds useful information on the nutritional and functional value of Adansonia digitata pulp fromana, an area with limited data. The experimental design is sound, and results are well-detailed, but the manuscript needs clearer structure, improved grammar, and stronger interpretation of findings. The title and abstract should be refined for accuracy and flow, and references updated to include recent studies (2020–2024). With careful language editing and better discussion of the results’ implications, the paper can meet international publication standards
The manuscript presents solid scientific work with relevant findings on the nutritional and functional qualities of Adansonia digitata pulp, contributing to food security and indigenous resource utilization. The experimental design and data are sound, but the paper needs major revision in language quality, structure, statistical detail, and reference updating. Once these issues are addressed, it has good potential for publication in an international journal.
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