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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses a relevant problem: finding practical ways to use mango kernel, an underutilized by-product that could help reduce food waste and add value in mango-producing regions. The focus on simple, low-cost treatments like soaking, boiling, lemon juice, and kanwa is potentially useful for small-scale food processors. However, the current data are too inconsistent and poorly described to provide reliable guidance for other researchers or industry. With rigorous revision, the study could offer useful baseline information for developing sustainable applications of mango kernel flour.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
This manuscript looks at how heat, lemon juice, and kanwa treatments affect mango kernel flour. It's a worthwhile topic, since mango kernels are an underused by-product with real potential for food applications. That said, the study needs major revision before it's ready for publication.

Experimental design

The experimental design isn't clearly presented. Treatment durations don't match up; the Methods section says 48 hours of soaking, but the table footnotes say 24 hours. This needs to be corrected consistently throughout the paper. The kanwa treatment also needs more detail: what was its source, what's its chemical composition, and what pH was used? Without this, the work can't be reproduced. Likewise, "0.3 M lemon juice" is a confusing term; do the authors mean actual lemon juice, or a citric acid solution? This needs to be clarified, along with how it was prepared.

Data inconsistencies

There are several numerical discrepancies that raise concerns about the reliability of the data. For example, the emulsion stability value for FATE2 is given as 19.14% in the text but 9.14% in Table 3, and FATJC appears as 50% in one place and 30% in another. Units are also inconsistent across the paper (g %MS, g/100 g MS, g/100 g MF), and abbreviations like MS and MF are never clearly defined. Some of the phenolic and tannin values also seem unusually high and should be double-checked.

Statistical analysis

Important statistical details are missing: how many independent replicates were used, whether the authors checked statistical assumptions, and what ANOVA model was applied. Technical triplicates alone aren't enough to support claims about treatment effects; this needs to be addressed

Interpretation of results

The paper overstates the nutritional benefits of the treatments. Increases in protein or lipid percentages could simply reflect a concentration effect from the loss of other components, rather than an actual gain in nutrients. Similarly, framing the reduction in phenolic compounds as a nutritional improvement is questionable, since phenolics also have antioxidant properties that benefit health. The discussion needs a more balanced take on this.

Safety and application claims

The claims about food safety and applications aren't backed up by the data—no bakery products were actually made or tested for sensory quality, safety, or consumer acceptance. The statements about "promoting food security" should be toned down accordingly.

Language and presentation

The manuscript needs thorough language editing. For instance, "almonds" is used repeatedly when the authors clearly mean "mango kernels," and there are errors in the references (e.g., "Kjedahl" instead of "Kjeldahl," "Food technologiy" instead of "Food technology").

Recommendation: Major revision. The authors need to clarify their methods, resolve the data inconsistencies, temper their conclusions, and significantly improve the overall presentation.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	Yes
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