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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	[bookmark: _Hlk212131263]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 holds significant importance for the scientific community, particularly in food science and agricultural engineering, as it directly addresses the critical economic problem of post-harvest crop loss due to fungal spoilage. The research provides a practical, data-driven solution by successfully using mathematical models to optimize the drying kinetics of onions. It validates a specific drying temperature (70°C) as an effective method to inhibit the growth of Aspergillus niger, offering a clear, actionable framework for improving food preservation, reducing waste, and enhancing food security in producing regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, the title is highly suitable.

It is comprehensive and accurately reflects the main components of the research.
	

	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 states that the Page Model gave the "best fit." This is the paper's most important modeling finding. However, the drying times it reports (65.10 and 66.03 minutes) are incorrect; these times are from the Lagrange interpolation method (Table 5). This is a major contradiction. The abstract must be corrected to report the drying times derived from the "best fit" Page Model, which the paper's conclusion and Table 6 identify as 25.60 minutes (red) and 29.13 minutes (yellow).
The abstract mentions that the "power requirement" was calculated but does not state the value. To make the summary of results more complete, it would be beneficial to add the specific finding. For example: "The power requirement calculated at 70°C was 154.18 W for red onions and 148.07 W for yellow onions."
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Based on a review of the manuscript, its scientific correctness is compromised by critical internal contradictions in the presentation of its main results.
While the experimental methodology (using a tray dryer, testing different temperatures, and applying mathematical models) is scientifically sound and appropriate for the research question, the analysis and reporting of the findings are flawed.
Therefore, due to these major inconsistencies, the manuscript is not scientifically correct in its current form. The conclusions are invalid until this central contradiction is resolved.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Suggestion for Improvement:
It is strongly recommended that the authors replace or supplement these non-academic citations in the introduction. They should cite peer-reviewed articles from agricultural science, economics, or post-harvest technology journals to scientifically establish the economic impact and post-harvest loss statistics of onions in the Philippines. This will provide a much stronger scientific foundation for the manuscript's significance.

	

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

	
yes



	

	Optional/General comments

	



	





	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)

no
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