Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Asian Food Science Journal  

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_AFSJ_151473

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	The effect of refining process on the oxidative stability, thermal stability, and fatty acid composition of shea olein

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 research contributes to the growing knowledge base on untapped fatty acid resources, particularly chia olein, by systematically evaluating how chemical refining processes affect oxidation stability, thermal behavior, and fatty acid distribution. This research is relevant to researchers and industry stakeholders interested in alternative vegetable oils, fat refining technologies, and the utilization of African oil resources for food applications. Combining traditional oxidation indices with DSC analysis, this research provides insights into stability changes occurring during refining, which can be applied to future process improvements.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Since it captures the key factors examined, the title "Effect of Refining Process on Oxidative Stability, Thermal Stability, and Fatty Acid Composition of Shea Olein" is generally suitable and correct. Nevertheless, the title might be made more precise by emphasizing the multistep refining method or identifying the type of refining (chemical refining). This would set this study apart from the body of current literature even further.
	

	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.


	A good abstract should briefly follow the flow: Introduction (the goal of the study, crucial background), Methods (basic study design), Results (summary of major findings), Discussion (Interpretations, conclusions, broader implications, future research).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	There are fundamental scientific issues:

Fatty Acid Anomaly, the manuscript reports arachidic acid (C20:0) as the dominant component (39.05%) and fails to report stearic acid (C18:0). Scientifically, shea butter should be predominantly composed of stearic acid. Please double-check for errors in chromatographic identification.

Oxidation Contradiction, the authors state that refining improves stability, but bleaching results in significantly increased p-anisidine (AV) and TBARS values. This indicates thermal degradation during an unoptimized process.
The authors stated that the purification process improved safety and stability, but experimental results showed that the bleaching step actually increased p-anisidine (AV) and TBARS values. Claiming an overall improvement in stability when the data indicate secondary degradation due to the process requires ethical caution in drawing conclusions to avoid misleading the reader.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used are quite up-to-date, covering studies from 2021 to 2025. However, there are redundancy in the bibliography, such as double citations for "Jing et al. (2025)"
	

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


	The language quality is generally understandable, but there are some technical errors and inconsistencies. Exponential writing, Latin, inconsistent use of statistical symbols (e.g., "p˂0.05" vs. "p < 0.05") are common. Some sentences are too long and repetitive, especially in the section discussing thermal stability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The tables and graphs in this manuscript fail to support the author's argument. Instead, Table 2 provides strong evidence of a fatal analytical error. I recommend that the author re-perform the GC (Gas Chromatography) test using the correct standards before presenting this data again. This manuscript requires major revision, particularly a reanalysis of Fatty Acid Methyl Esters (FAME) using appropriate standards to identify the missing Stearic Acid peak. If the reported C20:0 is actually C18:0, the entire discussion needs to be rewritten.
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