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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback


	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 provides highlights the effect of various pretreatment methods on the quality attributes and storage stability of banana chips. As Banana is widely cultivated all over the word, studying various preservation and processing technique is essential to improve the self of the product..
	


PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
. 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

Important Key words such as Banana chips, storage stability can be included 
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes 

4 = Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good


	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs Improvement


	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
Can be improved 

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
Yes 
The authors are requested to add appropriate units in the provided table. 

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes 
4 = Good
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No, Should be included in the conclusion part 
2 = Needs Improvement
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory 
	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Yes, the title is suitable, clear, and accurately reflects the content of the manuscript.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
Though the abstract is comprehensive, it still needs improvement to improve the overall quality of the abstract. The concluding part of the abstract can be rewritten with better clarity
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
Yes, the manuscript is scientifically accurate and follows a logical structure with proper evidence and references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
The authors are requested to update the old references and add few more relevant recent studies.
	



	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

Literature Review - Though the literature review provides a brief overview and well structured, However the use of older reference can changed and needs updating and inconsistent spacing and grammatical errors should be corrected.

Methodology - The researcher are requested to update the old references and present the methodology in a scientific way by providing detailed descriptions of the processing conditions and procedure followed.  The researchers are requested to provide clear headings and sub headings and correcting the mistakes in the units.

Ethical Issue - The manuscript does not indicate whether ethical approval was obtained from an appropriate ethics committee for the involvement of human subjects in the sensory evaluation. The authors are requested to provide details of ethical clearance and confirm that the study was conducted in accordance with relevant ethical guidelines

Results and Discussion - The discussion of the results can be strengthened by comparing the results with previous research finding for better clarity and scientific context.

Language and Clarity - The language is clear and suitable for scholarly communication. But grammatical and spacing error should be rectified to improve the overall quality of the manuscript.


	




PART  3: 

	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883]

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	[bookmark: _GoBack]Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

	




Reviewer details:

R Vijaya Vahini , University of madras, , India

      





Page 4 of 4
V240326


