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	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 presents a practical and innovative solution for one of the major challenges in small-scale brown sugar production—clod formation during storage and handling. The development of a compact, battery-operated pulveriser directly addresses efficiency, hygiene, and quality issues prevalent in rural and small industrial setups. The study’s emphasis on affordability and portability enhances its applicability in developing regions, making it a valuable contribution to agro-mechanical engineering. Moreover, it bridges a technological gap between manual labor and expensive industrial pulverisers, offering a sustainable model for local entrepreneurship.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and informative, but it could be slightly refined to highlight the machine’s scope and application more precisely.
Suggested Alternative Titles:
· Design and Performance Evaluation of a Compact Pulveriser for Brown Sugar Processing
· Development of a Portable Pulveriser to Improve Brown Sugar Quality and Efficiency
These alternatives emphasize both the design and performance aspects, aligning better with the paper’s experimental focus.
	

	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 adequately summarizes the research problem, methodology, and results. However, it could be improved by:

1. Adding a clearer statement of objectives in the first few lines.

2. Including quantitative performance highlights (e.g., “85% clod-breaking efficiency” or “1 kg in 2 minutes”) earlier in the abstract.

3. Avoiding redundancy in describing the motor and battery setup.

Suggested minor revision:
Add one sentence summarizing the practical implications — e.g., “This innovation offers a cost-effective, portable solution for small-scale producers to enhance product hygiene, reduce labor, and improve processing efficiency.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with appropriate experimental procedures, calculations (motor, torque, and blade efficiency), and mechanical design justifications. The results are logically interpreted and consistent with the stated objectives. However:

· The methodology could benefit from a clearer schematic or diagram of the full system (currently referenced but not shown).

· Statistical analysis (e.g., standard deviations or repeatability tests) could strengthen the validation of performance claims.

· Adding a brief comparison with existing pulverisers (in terms of cost, energy, or performance) would enhance scientific depth.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and include recent works (up to 2025). However:

· A few older or review-based citations (pre-2018) could be replaced with recent studies in agro-machinery design or renewable-powered processing units.
	

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


	The manuscript’s language is generally clear and understandable, but a few sections show grammatical inconsistencies and repetitive phrasing. The tone can be made more academic by:

· Replacing informal expressions (e.g., “the outcome was favorable”) with formal equivalents (“the results were satisfactory”).

· Ensuring consistent use of technical units and symbols (e.g., “1 kg” instead of “1kg,” “320 rpm” instead of “320 RPM”).

· Streamlining long sentences for better readability.

A professional language edit would further enhance scholarly presentation and flow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 details)


	


Reviewer details:

Aanand L. Lakhani, Junagadh Agricultural University, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

