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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	This manuscript is of great importance to the scientific community, particularly in the fields of post-harvest technology, agricultural engineering, and food processing. It contributes to providing practical solutions for increasing the added value of the ber fruit (Ziziphus mauritiana), which is a promising crop in arid and semi-arid regions. The study also provides reliable comparative data on different drying methods and their effects on the nutritional and sensory properties of the fruits, opening the door for commercial application. The research results serve as an important reference in developing strategies to reduce post-harvest losses and enhance food security.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is not grammatically accurate and is improperly constructed:

"Comparative Study of Ber (Ziziphus mauritiana) Varieties Influenced by Different Dehydration Methods"

Proposed title: "Comparative Study on the Influence of Different Dehydration Methods on Quality Attributes of Ber (Ziziphus mauritiana) Varieties"


	

	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 well-written, as it clearly outlines the objective, methodology, and key results. However, it should specify the sample size or the scale of the experiment.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientific and based on a solid experimental foundation. The experimental design (CRD) is appropriate, and multiple indicators were measured consistently. However, it lacks some precise details such as:

· The temperatures and times used in each method.

· Clarification of the concentrations used in the solutions (KMS, NaOH, etc.).


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The number of references is acceptable (around 20), but some are very old (such as Tomatov, 1963; Khurdiya & Singh, 1975). It is preferable to update the list by adding recent references from the last five years.
	

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


	The English language is generally good and serves the purpose of scientific communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	There are no comments.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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