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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 work provides a standardized evaluation of multiple drying methods for ber, which is valuable for both researchers and industry. It supports the development of value-added processing, offers insights into cultivar-specific responses, and contributes to sustainable post-harvest practices in arid climates.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and accurately reflects the study. No change is required
	

	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 comprehensive, but it would be stronger if numerical highlights were included. Suggest including key values for ascorbic acid retention (T5: 123.55 mg/100g) and TSS (T8: 66.63%).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust, with an appropriate design (CRD), clear treatments, and relevant statistical analysis. Results align well with literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent and sufficient. Inclusion of one or two global studies on ber dehydration or microwave blanching could broaden the perspective.
	

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


	The English is suitable for scholarly communication, though minor sentence shortening in the introduction could improve readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Consider adding a graphical summary (flowchart of treatments or comparative bar chart of results) for visual clarity.
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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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