



Point-by-point response to Reviewers’ comments
General Remarks: We have revised our manuscript according to the comments/suggestions of reviewers. Changes made in the revised manuscript have been highlighted in red color. Also, the point-by-point response to the reviewers’ comments is indicated in the red text immediately after each comment. 
We wish to thank the Reviewers for their critical review and supportive comments. We are very grateful. 
Reviewer #1: 
1- Please reorganize introduction section. Please delete well-known information and bring out the novelty of your study in this section.

Response: The background of the study was reorganized and well-known information has been deleted from the revised manuscript and the novelty of the study was indicated as recommended by the Reviewer. 
The following information stated in the original manuscript was deleted from the revised manuscript:
Line 39: ….such as polyphenols, carotenoids, vitamins, dietary fiber, minerals, amino acids, peptides, fatty acids, and sterols…
Line 43-47: Therefore, sufficient intake of food rich in bioactive compounds helps to minimize the occurrences of metabolic-associated diseases like type 2 diabetes, cancer, hypertension, and cardiovascular diseases (Babbar et al., 2015; De Ancos et al., 2015; Zlatanović et al., 2019), boost the immune system and increase protection against bacterial and viral infections (Calder et al., 2020; Galanakis et al., 2020).
Lines 49-52: For example, bioactive compounds like polyphenolic compounds,  vitamin C, and vitamin E with antioxidative properties could be used to prevent or minimize lipid oxidation whereas polyphenols with anti-microbial properties can inhibit microbial growth and extend the shelf life and quality of processed foods (Babbar et al., 2015).


2-      Materials and methods: Please explain how the fruit was transported to the laboratory and under what conditions it was stored until processing.

Response: The fruits were harvested in the morning, placed in plastic baskets and transported to the laboratory where the fruits were kept at room temperature (23±1 °C). The fruits were immediately processed within 10 h after harvest. See lines 99-102 

3-   Please give the properties of margarine and other raw materials.
  Response: Some information about margarine and other raw materials has been indicated in them revised manuscript. See lines 102-109. 

4-      Cookies preparation Line 118: How the substation ratios was determined?
Response: The wheat flour substitution ratios were determined in a pre-trial. It was observed that above 25% inclusion, the dough became too soft to handle due to high the moisture in the SFP. Therefore, the study did not exceed 25% inclusion of SFP. 

5-      Line 233: Please use comma after AACC. (AACC, 2000).
Response: The correction was made in the revised manuscript. See line 173.

6-      Why has not the effect of fruit pulp on dough properties been investigated?
 Response: The influence on dough properties was not investigated due to limitations with facilities at the time of the study.  
 
7-      How was the number of panelists determined?
 Response: The panelists were selected based on their willingness, availability, and previous experiences in terms of sensory evaluation of cookies. The number of panelists used in this study was the actual number of panelists that qualified to participate in the study based on the selection criteria explained. Upon literature search, we found that other studies have used 30 panelists or fewer in some studies, hence our decision to use the 30 panelists in the present study.
 
8-      Please do not repeat your results in conclusion section.
Response: The comment was addressed in the revised manuscript. 
The statement below was deleted from the revised manuscript:
Nonetheless, the incorporation of 5% to 25% of SFP in the cookie formulations caused about 1.7% to 6.8% increase in the fat content and 3.1% to 17.5% decrease in the crude protein of the cookies.

Reviewer #2: 
I am sending the comments of the Characterization of physicochemical, antioxidants and sensory properties of cookies enriched with shea (Vitellaria paradoxa) fruit pulp as a functional ingredient paper review.  

General remarks:
We wish to thank the reviewer for his/her critical review, comments, and suggestions. 

Abstract 
Comment 1. The authors could additionally mention a small paragraph of the main problem that they detected in their investigation.  
Response: The major limitation identified in this study was added to the abstract of the revised manuscript. See lines 32-34: Nonetheless, enzymatic browning of the shea fruit pulp is a major limitation, and therefore, rapid processing of fruits and cold storage of the SFP is required to prevent the browning reactions of the SFP. 

Comment 2. The authors should provide the changes of the variables analyzed between the control and SFP-enriched cookies in terms of percentages. 
Response: The Reviewer’s comment was addressed in the revised manuscript. The percentage changes in proximate composition and some dimensional and color parameters in SFP-enriched cookies were reported in the abstract. See lines 19-22 and 26-28 under abstract of the revised manuscript

Comment 3. The authors should provide homogeny in the contraction word for example: d.b. and dm.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Response: The suggestion was well received and addressed. d.b. was used in the received manuscript.

Comment 4. The authors could change the Keywords by other keywords not included in the title.  
Response: A new keyword not in the title was added to the keywords of the revised manuscript.
See line 35 

Background 
General comment: The authors should review the redaction of references in the text, for example: (Lamien-Meda et al. 2008) could be redacted as (Lamien-Meda et al., 2008) and (Korese & Chikpah 2022) could be redacted as (Korese & Chikpah, 2022). Review all the references in all the paper
Response: All the references in the manuscript were revised per the suggestions of the reviewer. 

Comment 1. The information presented in Lines 33 to 60 is in some cases repetitive, so the authors could summarize the information provided. 
Response: We agreed with the reviewer’s comment. The background information has been revised and repeated statements were deleted. 

Comment 2. In the paragraph presented in Lines 61 to 68 the authors could provide some research related to how the complementary of fruits pulp enhances the nutritional and health-benefiting value of cookies. 
Response: The comment has been addressed in the revised manuscript. See lines 59-61. 

Comment 3. In the paragraph presented in Lines 61 to 68 the authors could provide some research related to how the complementary of fruits pulp enhances the nutritional and health-benefiting value of cookies. 
Response: Comment 3 is a repetition of comment 2. 

Comment 4. In the paragraph presented in Lines 68 to 86, the authors could provide some additional information about the shea fruit pulp production in country/region.
Response: The shea fruit pulp is a by-product obtained during the processing of the shea fruit for butter production. The shea fruit pulp is current a waste and there is no data on quantities produced.  

Material and methods   

Comment 1. In the paragraph presented in Lines 68 to 86, the authors could provide some additional information about the climatic condition of the area where the shea fruits were collected. They could also indicate a regional map.  
Response: The ecological zone, annual average temperature, rainfall, and of shea tree growing area were provided in the revised manuscript under Raw materials.  See lines 96-99. 

Comment 2. In the paragraph presented in Lines 97 to 100, the authors could provide some additional information about ¿How many plants were sampled? ¿How many fruits were collected? ¿Which fruits physiological conditions were taken to the sampling? ¿Fruits were taken in the same ripening state? 
Response: The total number of the shea tree and fruits collected were stated in the revised manuscript under Raw materials. See Line 99: A total of 480 fruits (13.87 kg) were collected from 15 shea trees. 
Also, the selection criteria of fruits were described under the subheading: Processing of shea fruit pulp. See lines 109-110: 

Comment 3. Cookies preparation. The authors should provide some additional information about ¿How many days were used between the processing and cookies preparation? ¿Was the processing of fruits affected by enzymatic browning reactions? 
Response: The duration taken to process the fruits after collection and the number of days taken to prepare cookies after processing and storage of fruit pulp were stated in the revised manuscript. See lines 114-116 of the revised manuscript. 

Comment 4. Cookies preparation. The authors should provide some additional information about ¿How many days were employed between cookies stored and bromatological and phytochemical analysis? 
Response: All bromatological and phytochemical analyses were performed within 2-6 days after the cookies were produced. See line 168-169 of the revised manuscript. 

Comment 5. Cookies preparation. The authors should provide some additional information about ¿How many cookies were produced for each condition? How many replicates of cookies were produced for each condition? 
Response: Each baking experiment was replicated twice and a total of 40 cookies for each formulation were produced per batch of baking. This information was incorporated into the revised manuscript. See lines 149-150. 

Comment 6. The authors should include the reference of carbohydrate determination. 
Response: The reference for carbohydrate determination was added in the revised manuscript. See line 176.  

Results and discussions 

Comment 1. The authors should consider providing the changes of the variables analyzed between the control and SFP-enriched cookies in terms of changes in percentages value.
Response: The Reviewer’s suggestion has been addressed in the revised manuscript.  See lines 309 -315, and Lines 335-336

Comment 2. The authors should consider reviewing the carbohydrate and energy statistical analysis presented in table 3 because the variation in these data is ridiculously small, there are not statistically significant differences in these data. 

Response: Based on the reviewer's request, we have confirmed the statistical analysis for available carbohydrate and energy. The statistics revealed a significant difference between sample SFP0 and SFP25 in their carbohydrate and energy values. However, SFP0, SFP5, SFP10, SFP15, and SFP20 had statistically similar values.  Similarly, all the SFP-enriched cookies did not differ significantly in terms of their carbohydrate and energy values. The appropriate revision of the statistics was made in the revised manuscript text and Table 3. 

Comment 3. Clearly, an increase or decreased tendency was observed between the SFP-enriched cookies with the bromatology and photochemical results, but these association could be analyzed using a statistical analysis like Pearson o Sperman correlation analyzes. The authors should determine this additional analysis in the present study.   
Response: The Pearson correlation analysis was performed and the results are presented in Table 8 of the revised manuscript. The correlation was described and discussed in the manuscript text as well. See lines 529-540. 

Comment 4. Results of pH, moisture, and total soluble solids of the SFP-enriched cookies conditions were not included in the present paper. 
Response: pH and total soluble solids were determined only in the wheat flour and shea fruit pulp. These parameters were not measured in the cookies. However, moisture content was determined in cookies. The result was presented in Table 3. 
References 
General comment: The authors should review the references format and the justification of the text.
Response: All the references and text were formatted as suggested by the reviewer. 
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