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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 presents a study on the convective drying of cassava parallelepiped samples, analyzing the impact of temperature and sample dimensions on drying time and rates. The study is well-structured and provides valuable insights into the drying kinetics of cassava, which is a critical aspect of food processing and preservation. The findings have potential applications in optimizing drying conditions for cassava products to improve efficiency while preserving quality.

However, certain aspects require clarification and revision to improve the manuscript’s scientific rigor and readability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and reflects the content of the manuscript. However, it could be refined for clarity. Suggestion: "Effect of Temperature and Initial Sample Dimensions on the Convective Drying Behavior of Parallelepiped Cassava Samples."

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract effectively summarizes the study, but it should explicitly mention key findings regarding the drying rates at different temperatures.

The phrase "lower temperatures can maintain the nutritional value of cassava" should be supported by references or experimental data.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct in terms of methodology and fundamental principles of convective drying. The study appropriately investigates the impact of temperature and sample dimensions on cassava drying kinetics, using established drying rate equations and experimental procedures.

However, some interpretations require further clarification, particularly the claim that 50°C is more effective than 60°C. This needs stronger statistical support or further discussion on cassava's biological properties that might explain the phenomenon. Additionally, the study would benefit from a clearer explanation of data variability, improved figure clarity, and a discussion on practical applications.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally relevant to the study, covering key topics related to convective drying and cassava processing. However, several references are outdated, with some dating back more than 20 years. While foundational studies are useful, incorporating more recent literature (from the last 5–10 years) would strengthen the manuscript by reflecting the latest advancements in drying technologies and cassava processing.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally understandable but require improvement for clarity and readability in scholarly communication. Several areas need refinement: Key Issues:
1. Grammar and Syntax: Some sentences are overly complex, making it difficult to follow the argument. Simplifying sentence structures and improving grammatical accuracy will enhance readability.

2. Technical Clarity: Certain explanations, particularly in the results and discussion sections, could be more precise. Some statements lack clear justification, which can make interpretation challenging.

3. Figure and Table Descriptions: Some figure legends and explanations are vague. Providing more detailed descriptions will help improve clarity.

4. Inconsistent Terminology: Terms should be consistently used throughout the manuscript (e.g., "drying rate" vs. "drying kinetics").


	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript presents an important study but requires major revisions to improve clarity, justification of findings, and overall readability before it is ready for publication.
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	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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