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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 could be useful to postharvest technology and food process engineering by systematically optimizing the osmotic dehydration of pineapple cubes by response surface methodology. Pineapple is of great importance as a tropical fruit of high moisture content and low storage life, and the study offers quantitative models and practical operating conditions that could help in minimization of post harvest losses without affecting the quality parameters such as sensory and nutritional. The use of a central composite rotatable design to assess the response surface of the combined effects of temperature, immersion time and sucrose concentration provides a statistically sound approach which can be easily replicated by other researchers for similar fruit systems.
	



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
	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

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


	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	




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.

	Abstract should match all the reported numerical values in the Results and Conclusion sections and should explicitly indicate whether the optimum results of 22.30 % water loss, 10.70 % weight reduction and 14.58 % solid gain are predicted or found and include the overall desirability score.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

1.The list of keywords should be further expanded to include more specific keywords like Central Composite Rotatable Design, water loss, solid gain and pineapple cubes which would enhance the ease of discovery of the article.
2. Introduction should reinforce the scientific rationale by referencing more recent studies which actually used the RSA method for osmotic dehydration of pineapple or related tropical fruits and should explain the relevance of the ranges of temperature, time and sucrose concentration.
3.The objective to maximize both water loss and weight reduction while minimizing solid gain is clearly stated, but the introduction should briefly acknowledge that the optimum still will have a relatively high solid gain of ~14.6 % and discuss why this is acceptable.
4. The materials section should include further information on the cultivar or variety of pineapple; a more precise maturity index than is given as “165 days after flowering”; the number of fruits per experimental batch; and the initial moisture content of the fresh fruit cubes and their soluble solids content for each batch.
5. A few redundant and contradictory descriptions about rinsing and blotting in the description of the osmotic dehydration procedure; 
6. The authors should explain if the osmotic dehydration was carried out under static or agitated conditions and give reason for the constant ratio of sample to solution (1:5) by citing literature or preliminary tests in which they ensured that the concentration of the solution was essentially unchanged.
7.The equations used to determine water loss, weight reduction and solid gain are incomplete or not formatted well, and need to be expressed fully, with all symbols properly defined, immediately after they are first introduced and in the same format as the source cited.
8.There are errors in the coded and actual factors values in Table 2, and errors in the assignment of experimental runs; the 20-run central composite rotatable design matrix table (with 6 centre points) should be reconstructed properly and the axial points should be checked with the given α values.
9.The statistical analysis section should clearly indicate whether the quadratic models were in coded or actual factor units; full analysis of variance tables should be given, or at least the significant terms, p-values and coefficient estimates.
10.The coefficient of determination and adjusted R² values for weight reduction and solid gain in the text and in Table 4 do not match; all statistical values including R², adjusted R², coefficient of variation, and lack of fit should be consistent.
11. The polynomial regression equations for water loss, weight reduction and solid gain seem to contain both coded and actual coefficients; the authors should clearly state the units of the equations and, if needed, provide both coded and actual forms and verify the equations accurately reproduce the experimental data at the centre point.
12.The three response-surface figures are mentioned but not quantified, contour or '3-D' surface plots with clear axis labels should be introduced; curvature and interaction should be discussed more rigorously and statistically significant interactions mentioned.
13.The reported desirability value of 0.74 is only moderately satisfactory; the authors should discuss the sensitivity of the optimized solution, and describe whether alternate solutions were examined that produce a lower solid gain, but a slightly lower water loss; include a description of the constraints and weights used in the desirability function; and report the value of the desirability function.
14.The absolute differences between predicted and observed values in the validation experiments are small, but there is some inconsistent method of calculating the percentage errors in these experiments; absolute and relative errors should be presented in a uniform manner and the number of independent validation experiments should be specified.
15.The relative importance of the temperature effect compared to the immersion time effect and sucrose concentration effect are discussed in the results and discussion section and are repeated without supporting statistics: a more quantitative ranking of the effect based on F-values or the percentage contribution of each effect should be given, with a discussion of possible mass-transfer mechanisms with appropriate references.
16.Several literature comparisons are made, however the discussion is superficial; the water loss, weight loss and solid gain obtained should be quantitatively compared with those reported for pineapple or similar fruits under similar conditions.
17. The conclusion (which is basically the abstract) contains slightly different numbers from what have been presented in the abstract and should match exactly the numbers used in the result section; the claims should only be those within the range of temperatures, times and sucrose concentrations tested.
18.There are many grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, typographical errors and inconsistencies in the terminology, units and significant figures; the manuscript must be thoroughly edited professionally in English; terms like soaking temperature vs. solution temperature, and the use of degrees Brix, must be consistent throughout.

	

	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)

	no
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