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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.
	The chapter addresses a timely and relevant topic concerning the emerging use of edible flowers as functional food ingredients, with particular emphasis on nutritional composition, bioactive compounds, bioaccessibility, and health-related evidence. The topic has potential value for researchers working in food science, functional foods, nutraceuticals, and sustainable food development. However, considering that this is intended as a book chapter rather than a conventional narrative review, the manuscript should provide a stronger synthesis of the current state of knowledge rather than primarily compiling findings from individual studies. The authors are encouraged to strengthen the critical comparison of available evidence, clearly identify inconsistencies and limitations in the literature, and provide a more explicit research agenda for future studies.
· Strengthen the critical synthesis.
The chapter currently provides substantial descriptive information, but the authors should strengthen the critical comparison and synthesis of the literature, particularly where findings among studies are inconsistent. 

· Clarify the scope and objectives.
The authors should clearly define what constitutes an “edible flower” and a “functional food” in the context of this chapter, and explicitly state the objectives and scope of the review. 

· Improve the literature-search methodology.
Please provide sufficient information on the databases, search terms, publication period, and major inclusion/exclusion criteria used to identify the literature. 

· Differentiate levels of scientific evidence.
The chapter should clearly distinguish evidence derived from chemical assays, in vitro studies, animal models, and human studies. In vitro antioxidant or biological activity should not be presented as direct evidence of health benefits in humans. 

· Strengthen the discussion of bioaccessibility and bioavailability.
Since these concepts are central to the title, the authors should provide a clearer distinction between bioaccessibility, absorption, metabolism, and bioavailability, including the influence of food matrix and gastrointestinal digestion. 

· Address safety considerations.
The chapter should include a more comprehensive discussion of potential safety concerns associated with edible flowers, including toxic compounds, pesticide residues, microbial contamination, heavy metals, and allergenicity. 

· Consider the effects of processing and variability.
The authors should discuss how species, cultivar, geographical origin, maturity, harvesting conditions, extraction procedures, and food processing may influence the reported nutritional and bioactive properties. 

· Strengthen research gaps and future directions.
Future research should be presented more specifically, particularly regarding human intervention studies, bioavailability, dose–response relationships, long-term safety, standardization, and incorporation into commercially viable functional foods. 

· Improve the conclusion and moderate health claims.
The conclusion should clearly distinguish established findings from preliminary evidence and avoid broad health claims that are not supported by animal or human studies. 

· Improve tables, references, and scientific presentation.
Comparative tables summarizing flower species, bioactive compounds, reported health effects, evidence levels, and limitations would improve the chapter considerably. The references should also be updated with recent peer-reviewed studies, and the manuscript should undergo careful scientific and language editing.
	


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 paper? 

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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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 objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. 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
	4
	


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? 

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
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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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