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	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 article's conceptual underpinnings are valid, as the findings align with the prevailing drying theory. However, the study exhibits a paucity of methodological rigor, and the gap it addresses is not clearly delineated. The present contribution is twofold: first, it provides data for Cola lepidota, and second, it analyzes the effect of maturation on drying. 
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	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
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	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
	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 research objectives/hypotheses 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 and up to date?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	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)?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

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

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
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	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
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	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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	Author’s Feedback

	In order to enhance the manuscript, the following observations are warranted:

· The objectives must be reformulated with an emphasis on quantification and modeling.

· The phrase "an experimental design was used" is ambiguous and superfluous.

· The interval spanning from December 2024 to October 2025 is notably protracted for a laboratory experiment and lacks substantiation.

· The following elements should be incorporated into the text: comparative tables, microscopic images (the images should depict the structure of the subject before and after the drying process)

· The number of replicates is not specified.

· The results obtained are chiefly descriptive in nature; therefore, it is recommended that numerical data and performance indicators be included. 

· It has been observed that certain concepts are reiterated, such as the impact of thickness and temperature.

The study's original contribution is not sufficiently emphasized.

The majority of the assertions are foreseeable and have been previously documented in the extant literature on food drying:

· It has been demonstrated that the rate of drying is directly proportional to the thickness of the slices.

· It has been demonstrated that elevated temperatures can expedite the drying process; however, this phenomenon is regarded as negligible.

· The impact of tissue structure on the drying process has been thoroughly documented. However, the novel contributions of the present study remain to be elucidated.

It is recommended that the title be revised: Drying kinetics of Cola lepidota: Effects of slice thickness, temperature, and ripening stage.
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