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	Reviewer’s comment

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

	Author’s Feedback (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 addresses a critical challenge in tropical fruit production, postharvest losses in mangoes, which can reach 25-40% in many producing countries. The study provides valuable empirical data on sustainable alternatives to synthetic fungicides by evaluating bio-bactericides combining bioplastics with essential oils. The integrated approach examining the interaction of field management, postharvest treatments, and storage temperature is particularly relevant for developing countries seeking cost-effective, environmentally friendly solutions. The use of multivariate analysis (PCA) alongside traditional univariate methods offers a robust analytical framework that can guide practical implementation strategies for the mango value chain.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally suitable but slightly wordy. I suggest a minor revision:

Suggested alternative: "Temperature, Field Protection, and Bio-Bactericide Treatments Shape Mango Postharvest Disease Dynamics: A Multivariate Analysis"
	

	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 is well-structured and comprehensive. However, I will suggest the following minor improvements:

1. Inconsistency: The abstract mentions "T3" in the Results section, but the study design only describes T0, T1, and T2. This appears to be a typographical error (should be T2).

2. Missing quantitative data: Consider adding specific numerical results (e.g., percentage reduction in disease severity/incidence) to strengthen impact.

3. Clarification needed: The term "bio-bactericide" should be defined briefly since it combines antifungal essential oils with bioplastic, it's not strictly bacterial.

Suggested additions:
· Add 1-2 specific numerical outcomes (e.g., "T2 reduced disease severity by X% compared to T0 at 8 °C")

· Briefly define what the bio-bactericide contains in the methodology section of the abstract


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is largely scientifically sound with robust experimental design and appropriate statistical analyses. However, there are several issues that need addressing:

Major concerns:
1. Terminology inconsistency: "T3" appears in the abstract (Results section) but is never defined; only T0, T1, and T2 are described in the methodology

2. Labeling confusion: Figure 1 mentions "TC vs NTC" (presumably Treated Control vs Non-Treated Control) but the text also refers to "B1 8 °C B2 30 °C " for field management. This needs clarification and consistency throughout

Minor concerns:
1. The term "bio-bactericide" is misleading since the treatment targets fungi (Colletotrichum gloeosporioides), not bacteria. Consider "bio-fungicide" or "bioactive coating"

2. Section 2.2 mentions "120 crates" but doesn't specify fruits per crate, making replication unclear 

3. The disease severity scale (0-9) is mentioned but not described 

4.  Statistical details are incomplete (e.g., normality tests, post-hoc test details)
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate but could be improved:

· Good mix of recent (2022-2025) and foundational references

· Appropriate coverage of essential oil applications, bioplastics, and postharvest management

Improvements:

· Add more references on PCA application in agricultural research (only Jolliffe & Cadima, 2016 and one other are provided)

· Include references on the specific pathogen Colletotrichum gloeosporioides and its management

· Consider adding references on lemongrass/citronella oil specifically against mango pathogens

· Some references appear duplicated (e.g., Kuldeep et al., 2025 appears as references #1 and #16)

Recommended references:
· More specific studies on essential oil efficacy at different temperatures

· Economic analysis of bio-based coatings vs. synthetic fungicides

· Recent reviews on integrated postharvest disease management


	

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


	The English quality is generally good and suitable for scholarly publication, with clear scientific writing. However, minor language editing is recommended:

Issues noted:
1. Inconsistent terminology (bio-bactericide vs bio-fungicide)

2. Minor grammatical issues (e.g., spacing before periods in some citations)

3. The phrase "T he objective" in the Introduction has a spacing error

Recommendation: Minor copyediting using a professional editing service would enhance readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Strengths:
· Well-designed factorial experiment with appropriate controls

· Excellent integration of multivariate (PCA) and univariate analyses

· Practical relevance for tropical agriculture

· Good visual presentation of data (figures are clear and informative)

· Addresses sustainable alternatives to chemical fungicides

Areas for improvement:
1. Methodology section needs expansion: Such as Describe the disease severity scale (0-9), Specify number of fruits per crate/replicate, Provide more details on field protection methods, Clarify the bio-bactericide formulation process

2. Results section: Fix the T3/T2 inconsistency, Include statistical test values (F-values, p-values, effect sizes), Clarify the B1/B2 vs TC/NTC labeling system

3. Discussion section: Could be more critical, discuss limitations of the study, Address why T1 (bioplastic alone) was ineffective, Discuss economic feasibility of the approach, Consider practical implementation challenges

4. Tables: Consider adding summary tables showing: 

· Mean severity and incidence values by treatment and week

· ANOVA results table

· PCA loadings and variance explained

Major Revision
The manuscript presents valuable research with sound methodology and important practical implications. However, there are several issues Critical inconsistencies, Incomplete methodological details, Need for clearer presentation of statistical results, Terminology issues requiring correction. With careful revision addressing these concerns, this manuscript will make a solid contribution to the literature on sustainable postharvest mango management.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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