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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.
	
	



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
	
	

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

	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
	
	

	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
	
	

	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
	
	

	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
	
	

	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
	
	

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

	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
	
	

	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
	
	

	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
	
	

	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
	
	

	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
	
	

	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
	
	



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.
	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	1. "TSS was highest (22.6 °Brix)" – Table 2 displays the accurate result as 22.63 °Brix, not 22.6.
2. The statement "Total carotenoids content was (1.94 mg/100 g FW) after one day of storage in control and it increased as fruit firm and eatable while again decreasing when quality fruit deteriorate" is unclear from a scientific and grammatical standpoint. In all BR-treated fruits, carotenoids gradually rose until day 13 before declining on day 16. This should be made very obvious in the abstract.
3. The abstract notes that ascorbic acid showed a declining trend, but it also states that "highest ascorbic acid content (75.60 mg/100 g pulp) was recorded under T6 after 1st day of storage." Later, in the Results section (Table 5), day 16 of T6 is mistakenly restated as 75.60 mg/100 g, which is the day 1 value, not day 16. T6's day 16 value is 37.24 mg/100 g pulp (Table 5). In the Ascorbic  Acid  Results  section,  there  is  a  significant  data  reporting  error. 4: "India ranks 1st in the area with coverage of 2346.09 thousand MT"—the phrase "thousand MT" is not appropriate for the area. Instead of MT (metric tonnes), the area should be expressed in thousand hectares (th. ha). MT is a weight/production unit.
5: Bihar's "area of about 162.99 thousand MT" has the same unit inaccuracy. It ought to be a thousand hectares.
6. The citation "Vidhya Vardhini, 2017" is missing from the References section. This reference isabsent.
7. The Introduction states that BRs control "ethylene biosynthesis," but it doesn't explain how this relates to the crucial mechanism of post-harvest shelf life. The argument would be strengthened by a one-sentence link.
8: "Observations were recorded at three-day interval"; nevertheless, the sampling days specified are 1, 4, 7, 10, 13, and 16, which are three-day intervals beginning on day 1 rather
than day 0. This is not consistent. It should say "at 1, 4, 7, 10, 13, and 16 days of storage."
9. "Each treatment's weight for the same fruits was noted every two days" is stated in the study, but observations were made every three days. The interval is either two or three days, which is contradictory. "Every two days" is incorrect because Table 1 shows a 3-day interval (days 1, 4, 7, 10, 13, and 16).
10 — Missing information: Humidity and ambient storage temperature are not specified. The majority of publications demand this information, which is crucial for a postharvest study.

	

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

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

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

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