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	Reviewer’s comment


	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 is important as it optimises drying conditions for the underutilised fruit Blighia sapida, improving its shelf stability and potential industrial application. By using Response Surface Methodology, the study provides scientific evidence on how temperature and time affect nutritional and phytochemical quality of the flour. The findings support value addition, reduction of post-harvest losses, and development of alternative functional food ingredients. It also offers useful processing guidance for researchers and food technologists working on dried plant-based products.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes — the title is generally suitable because it clearly states the main variables (drying temperature and time), the material studied (Blighia sapida aril flour), and the applied technique (Response Surface Methodology)
	

	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.


	Evaluation:
The abstract is generally informative and presents the aim, method (RSM), variables, and major findings. However, it is somewhat descriptive and lacks clarity in a few areas. Some details are unnecessarily specific, while important scientific information (such as statistical validation and practical implication) is missing. Therefore, the abstract is acceptable but needs refinement for conciseness and scientific focus.

Suggested improvements
Add:
· A brief statement of the research gap/novelty (why optimisation of ackee aril drying is needed).

· Key statistical validation parameters (e.g., model significance or desirability value) instead of only reporting raw values.

· A short practical implication (industrial or food application relevance).

Remove or shorten:
· Excessive listing of all proximate and phytochemical values — include only the most important results (e.g., moisture, protein, and key bioactive/antinutrient indicators).

· Repetition about perishability and general benefits of drying.

· Overly detailed experimental ranges (decimal-precision temperatures and times) — keep rounded ranges.

Modify/clarify:
· Clearly state that optimisation was performed using Central Composite Design under RSM.

· Summarise results instead of reporting many numerical values.

Overall recommendation:
Condense the abstract, emphasise novelty and statistical optimisation outcome, and highlight the practical significance rather than listing numerous compositional data points


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Major scientific concerns
· The number of experimental runs is inconsistent: the text states 11 runs while Table 2 reports 13 runs.

· The drying range in the abstract (41.89–63.11 °C; 33.37–78.63 h) does not match the range in the methodology (45–60 °C; 40–70 h).

· Some interpretations are questionable:

· Oxalate value (~8.857%) is claimed to be within acceptable dietary limits without providing proper justification or units comparison.

· Statements such as “nutritional advantages outweighed lower phenolics” are speculative and not statistically demonstrated.

· The statistical reporting is incomplete:

· Desirability value of optimisation is not reported.

· ANOVA tables are missing.

· Lack-of-fit interpretation is incorrect in some sections.

· R² = 1.000 for phytate is unrealistic and should be justified or rechecked.

· Units and values are sometimes inconsistent (e.g., phenol reported in % in discussion but mg/100g in table).

· Defatting procedure (hexane extraction followed by water washing) may alter phytochemicals, but this effect is not discussed — a major omission.

Conclusion: Scientifically useful but requires substantial revision for accuracy and statistical validation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Authors should include more recent high-impact literature on RSM-based drying optimisation and bioactive compound degradation kinetics in plant materials.
	

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


	The manuscript requires extensive English language revision by a native speaker or professional editing service. Scientific expressions, grammar, and clarity need substantial improvement before the manuscript can be considered for publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and the use of Response Surface Methodology is appropriate; however, it reads more like a preliminary draft and requires major revision. The authors should ensure consistency in experimental details, provide complete statistical validation (including ANOVA and desirability values), and improve interpretation of results. The discussion should better compare findings with recent literature and consider the effect of defatting on phytochemicals. Additionally, substantial language editing and clearer figure/table presentation are needed to improve scientific clarity and reliability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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