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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 work fills a useful gap by showing how dried mango slices hold up nutritionally over time, which matters for producers and consumers in West Africa. What's helpful is that they focused on bioavailability instead of just total mineral content, since that tells us what the body can actually absorb and use. The findings on phytate and oxalate changes could help manufacturers make better shelf-life decisions based on nutrition, not just safety. That said, it's fairly incremental work - one product, one facility, standard methods - so while it adds valuable regional data for the Ivorian mango industry, it doesn't really push the broader field forward.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Mineral Bioavailability in Dried Mango Slices: Effects of Nine-Month Storage at Room Temperatur.
	

	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 needs work. Most importantly, it's missing the sample size, readers can't tell if you tested 5 packages or 50. You also need actual numbers instead of vague phrases like "increased significantly." For example, say calcium went from 22.25 to 24.20 mg/100g rather than just "increased."
There's a contradiction about iron that needs fixing. You can't say dried mango is a "significant source" of iron and then say bioavailability is "very low" ,pick one and be clear about it. Based on your phytate/Fe ratios staying above 1.0, iron bioavailability is poor throughout storage, so just state that plainly.
The abstract also lacks a practical takeaway. Add something about optimal consumption timeframe or which minerals these slices are actually good for. And cut the unnecessary details like "by a company" and excessive packaging descriptions - they don't add value.
Overall, restructure it with clear sections:what you did, what you found (with numbers), and what it means.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The basic science is sound, they're using standard methods and the bioavailability approach makes sense. But there are some real problems here.
The weirdest thing is minerals somehow increasing during storage, which doesn't really happen unless moisture is evaporating and concentrating everything. They never measured moisture content though, so who knows what's actually going on. That's a big gap.
Also, those standard deviations look way too tight. Values like ±0.08 for measurements around 92 mg/100g? That's basically no variation at all, which doesn't happen with real samples. Either they made a reporting error or only tested the same sample multiple times instead of different packages.
The methods are unclear to repeat the work, missing critical details about sample preparation and quality controls. And they don't explain any mechanisms for what they're seeing, just describe the numbers going up and down.
So it's not completely wrong, but there are enough holes and questionable bits that you'd want these issues sorted before trusting the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are weak - mostly old stuff and too much self-citing of their own 2022-2023 papers.
They're using citations from the 1980s-90s (Day & Underwood 1986, AOAC 1990) for a 2026 study, which is fine for established methods but they need way more recent literature. Where are the papers from the last 5 years on dried fruit storage and mineral bioavailability?
	

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


	The English is functional but needs work. It's not terrible, but there are enough issues that it distracts from the science. The discussion section literally repeats itself word-for-word, which is either a copy-paste error or serious lack of proofreading.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No major ethical issues here. It's a food chemistry study analyzing commercially-produced dried mango slices
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