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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.


	The manuscript titled "Post-Processing Constraints on Converting Calamansi Wastes into Marketable Products in the Philippines" is a valuable contribution to the scientific community, particularly in the fields of sustainable agriculture, waste management, and value chain optimization. It highlights critical challenges in utilizing calamansi waste, such as technical, economic, logistical, and regulatory barriers, while emphasizing the untapped potential for creating marketable products from agricultural by-products. By employing a mixed-method approach and engaging various stakeholders, the study provides actionable insights into improving post-processing technologies and fostering innovation within the calamansi industry. Furthermore, its recommendations for raising awareness, enhancing infrastructure, and promoting sustainability have broader implications for advancing waste utilization practices in agriculture globally.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article, "Post-Processing Constraints on Converting Calamansi Wastes into Marketable Products in the Philippines," is clear and descriptive, effectively conveying the key focus of the study.
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive in terms of providing an overview of the study's objectives, methodology, findings, and implications. However, there are areas where improvements can be made to enhance clarity and impact. 

Suggestions for Improvement

1. Clarify the Research Focus: The abstract should explicitly state the significance of calamansi waste management in addressing environmental concerns and promoting sustainability. While it mentions the potential for marketable products, emphasizing the environmental benefits could make the abstract more impactful.

2. Highlight Key Findings More Clearly: The abstract mentions "significant potential" and "substantial gaps in stakeholder knowledge," but these findings could be elaborated further. For instance, specify what types of marketable products can be derived from calamansi waste and how they align with industry needs.

3. Include Quantitative Data (if available): If specific data points (e.g., volume of calamansi waste generated annually) are available, incorporating them into the abstract would make it more informative and compelling.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the manuscript, the study appears to be scientifically accurate and methodologically sound. Here are the key points supporting this conclusion:

1. Research Design and Methodology: The manuscript employs a mixed-method approach, combining surveys, focus group discussions, interviews, and secondary data analysis to comprehensively assess post-processing constraints in calamansi waste utilization. This approach aligns with best practices for addressing complex agricultural and socio-economic issues. The use of triangulation enhances the validity and reliability of the findings by corroborating data from multiple sources.

2. Data and Context: The study provides detailed data on calamansi production, waste generation (88,200–94,500 metric tons annually), and the environmental implications of improper waste disposal. These figures are consistent with prior research on calamansi waste management. It identifies specific technical, economic, logistical, and regulatory barriers, which are well-supported by stakeholder insights and literature references.

3. Alignment with Existing Literature: The findings correlate with broader studies on agricultural waste management and value chain optimization, indicating a thorough review of relevant literature


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references included in the manuscript are extensive and cover various aspects of calamansi production, waste utilization, and value chain analysis. 
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication, as it adheres to the formal tone and structure expected in academic writing. However, there are areas where the clarity, grammar, and flow could be improved to enhance readability and ensure precision. Below is an assessment and suggestions for improvement:

1. Consistency in Terminology: Terms like "postprocessing" are inconsistently written as "post-processing" in different parts of the text. Consistency in formatting is crucial for scholarly writing.

2. Typographical Errors: There are minor typographical issues (e.g., inconsistent use of symbols such as "%" instead of "percent"). These should be standardized.

3. Visual Descriptions: Figures (e.g., value chain maps) lack detailed captions or explanations in some cases. Adding clear descriptions will help readers understand their relevance.
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