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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.
	The paper is satisfactory in terms of scientific understanding, and the results are adequate for iscovery. 
However, certain aspects of this work require modification and clarification by the authors.
	





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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

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

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	





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.
	It is OK
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	It is OK
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	This work requires modification and clarification by the authors.

· How does the lack of replication at the warehouse compartment level affect statistical validity? 
· To what extent can the observed ClO₂ effect be separated from temperature and humidity differences? 
· Why was curing associated with increased spoilage contrary to prior studies? 
· Were there any baseline differences in tuber condition between treatment groups? 
· How did the equipment malfunction after day 14 influence the overall conclusions? 
· Would results differ if ClO₂ exposure had remained constant throughout the study? 
· Why were two warehouses of very different sizes used for treatment and control?
Point-by-Point Analysis & Improvement Suggestions
Microbiological Analysis Missing
· No pathogen identification 
· Impact: Mechanism remains speculative, so authors should be Perform fungal/bacterial isolation and identification
 Confounding Variables (Major Limitation)
· Temperature (−1.9°C) and RH (−18.5%) differed substantially, so try to use identical environmental controls or factorial design with controlled climate chambers
- Moreover the experimental design constraints, confounding, lack of replication, limited mechanistic insight.

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	YES
	





PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The manuscript is well written and useful for the field. However, some points of the study need to be revised or justified before being accepted for publication. Please review the completed comment in the Information for Authors section.

This manuscript presents a pilot study investigating the effects of continuous low-level chlorine dioxide (ClO₂) gas exposure and curing treatment on sweet potato spoilage under practical warehouse conditions, offering valuable real-world insight into postharvest preservation strategies; the study demonstrates a significant association between ClO₂ exposure and reduced spoilage incidence, while unexpectedly finding increased spoilage with curing treatment, thereby challenging some established assumptions in the literature; however, the strength of the conclusions is limited by critical methodological constraints, including non-replicated compartment-level treatment assignment, substantial confounding due to differences in temperature and humidity between treatment groups, equipment malfunction affecting exposure consistency, and potential observer bias from unblinded assessment; despite these limitations, the manuscript contributes meaningfully by bridging laboratory findings and practical application, highlighting the importance of cumulative exposure (C×t) and environmental interactions, and providing a clear rationale for future controlled, replicated studies aimed at isolating treatment effects and optimizing storage conditions.
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