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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 paper addresses an interesting topic, fruit waste valosrisation. Fruit peels being an excellent source of bioactives and fibers, valorisation of fruit processing into byproducts can pave way for the development of various products. The core idea has  merit but it is essential to evaluate the acceptance of such products in market. 
	



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
	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
	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
	Good
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Good
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

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

	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


	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	Satisfactory
	

	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
	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
	Needs Improvement
	

	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
	Needs Improvement
	



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.

	The title is informative, but lacks brevity somewhat lengthy and could be made more concise. It is suggested to condense it into a single, focused line that captures the core objective of the study without redundancy.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract is moderately comprehensive, it covers the purpose, methodology, key results, and conclusion. However, several gaps and weaknesses need to be addressed including stating the spices name, formulation details and the rationale for selecting F2 over others, data of proximate composition. The terms like create and assess can be replaced with develop and characterize. Can avoid repetitions and write an impactful conclusion
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The manuscript must be carefully proofread, and the authors are advised to use grammar-checking tools or seek language editing support prior to resubmission. The authors should carefully review all sections for punctuation consistency and correctness in accordance with standard academic writing conventions. All in-text citations and the reference list must be thoroughly checked and formatted as per the journal's author guidelines. Missing references should be added and broken citations corrected. The authors are strongly encouraged to incorporate recent literature (2020–2025) to better situate the study within the current state of knowledge. Outdated references should be replaced or supplemented with contemporary sources from reputable journals. Few portions from the introduction must be rewritten in the author’s own words. Direct copying from published literature, even when cited, is not acceptable. All borrowed ideas must be properly paraphrased and critically synthesized to reflect the author understands of the existing body of knowledge.  The discussion must be strengthened by critically comparing findings with recent published works and offering mechanistic or scientific explanations for observed results.
	

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

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

	Outdated references should be replaced or supplemented with contemporary sources from reputable journals.
	

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

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

	NO
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