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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)

	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 book chapter is significant because it advocates for the sustainable preservation of food using renewable energy. The creation of a passive solar dryer provides a cheap and environmentally beneficial way to lower post-harvest losses. It promotes further research in sustainable energy and agricultural technologies and helps ensure food security.
	

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

	Yes.
	

	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 provides a general overview of the study but is not fully comprehensive. It lacks key quantitative results, specific performance indicators (such as drying efficiency, temperature range, or moisture reduction). I suggest including concise numerical outcomes to highlight the system’s effectiveness, as well as a sentence emphasizing the innovation or improvement over existing solar dryers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript presents a scientifically relevant topic.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references in the manuscript are not sufficient or fully up to date. Several recent studies on solar drying technologies, renewable energy systems, and sustainable food preservation are missing.
	

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

	
The manuscript contains several grammatical errors and typos that affect readability.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
1. The idea of employing a passive solar dryer is pertinent and goes in nicely with the themes of food security and sustainable energy. For emerging nations concentrating on sustainable agriculture and renewable energy uses, the subject is current and pertinent.
2. The review of the literature is extremely narrow and does not take into account the latest developments in solar drying methods. Update the references to reflect new research on solar dryers and sustainable preservation methods conducted during the last five years.
3. Although the construction procedure is described, a comprehensive schematic and step-by-step design technique would make it more beneficial. Although the experimental evaluation yields encouraging results, comparisons with traditional drying techniques could enhance the interpretation of the data.
4. The study's design criteria for the solar dryer lack a solid scientific foundation. There is insufficient theoretical or reference basis for the size, materials, and configuration that were selected.
5. To measure performance, think about calculating the energy usage ratio and drying efficiency.
6. To support the dryer's operation, provide theoretical design calculations (such as heat balance, airflow rate, and moisture removal rate).
7. Include a comparison between an electric or open-sun drying system and a passive solar drier.
8. Clear graphs that display temperature variation, moisture content reduction, and drying rate vs. time will improve data visualization.
9. Instead of critically analyzing the findings or emphasizing their originality and significance to sustainable food preservation, the conclusion simply restates the findings.
10. Although certain tables and figures are instructive, their arrangement and captions may be improved.
11. The manuscript's readability and clarity are severely impacted by the numerous typographical and grammatical errors that are present throughout. It is necessary to proofread and revise the language thoroughly. 
12. Although the study shows promise, significant technical and presentation enhancements are required to satisfy the requirements for scholarly publishing. It needs major revision before being considered for publication.


	



	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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