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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	The study provides a systematic evaluation of a traditional cold-press (Kachi Ghani) oil extraction system by integrating technical performance, oil quality, and economic feasibility in a single study. It generates practical, experimentally derived data that help bridge the gap between traditional processing practices and scientific validation, particularly for small-scale and decentralized oil production systems. The findings contribute to the growing body of literature on sustainable and low-processing-intensity food technologies that preserve nutritional quality. Additionally, the work offers useful benchmarks for researchers and practitioners assessing alternative oil extraction methods for polyunsaturated-fatty-acid-rich oilseeds.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the scope of the study. Below is a suggestion for clarity, grammar, and scientific tone:

“Evaluation of Kachi Ghani Cold-Press Technology for Linsee Oil: Yield, Quality, and Cost 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 generally comprehensive and clearly summarizes the objective, methods, key results, and main conclusion of the study. Below are some suggestions for improvement:

· The opening sentences need grammatical refinement and a more scientific tone (e.g., avoid phrases such as “Now a days, people are health conscious”)

· Consider briefly stating the scale of operation (small-scale or batch-based) to better contextualize the reported capacity and economics.

· The abstract may be improved by slightly condensing numerical details, focusing only on the most critical indicators (oil yield, peroxide value, production cost, and net profit).

· No major additions are required; however, explicitly stating the practical implication for small-scale or rural oil producers would strengthen the concluding statement


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its overall approach, and the methodologies used for performance evaluation, oil quality analysis, and cost economics are generally appropriate and based on established standards. However, minor clarifications are needed in the description of experimental replication, statistical treatment, and some analytical units to fully support the reported conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and appropriate for the scope of the study; however, the references list could be strengthened by adding more recent (last 5 years) international studies.
	

	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 moderate editing to meet the standards of scholarly communication. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	While the study is well structured and the results are generally coherent, the manuscript would benefit from clearer reporting of experimental replication, statistical treatment, and improved language quality. Strengthening the discussion through deeper comparison with recent literature and clarifying methodological details would further enhance the scientific rigor and impact of the work.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are apparent in this manuscript, as the study does not involve human participants, animal experimentation, or sensitive biological materials.
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