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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.

	The submission talks about how a passive solar dryer for small-scale farmers was designed, built, and tested for the first time. It talks about a big problem in many developing areas: how to keep fresh food from going bad when there isn't reliable grid power. The authors assert that the maximum temperature in the drying chamber attained approximately three times the ambient temperature (up to around 75 °C) and that moisture removal within a day was adequate to preserve low-moisture foods. This type of low-cost technology has clear social and economic value for communities in sunny areas, and it adds to what we already know about solar drying and long-term food storage.
	

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

	The title as it stands now accurately describes the main parts of the work: designing, building, and testing a passive solar dryer for food preservation. It tells you what to expect and doesn't promise more than it can deliver. There is no need for any big changes. If the authors want to focus on the target users, they could change the title to "Design and Evaluation of a Passive Solar Dryer for Small-Scale Food Preservation." This would help them reach the right audience.
	

	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 gives a brief history of solar drying and lists the goals, materials, and main results. But it is too long and has a lot of unnecessary side trips. A short abstract should quickly explain the problem, the design approach, the most important quantitative results, and what they mean. For instance, the sentences about thermodynamic principles and the general benefits of solar drying could be made shorter or taken out. The results paragraph could be made clearer by saying that the dryer reached an internal temperature of about 75 °C while the outside temperature was about 28 °C, and that it took about seven hours of continuous drying to remove most of the moisture from low-moisture products. To make it easier to read, cut down on repetition and make the sentences flow better.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript assembles an extensive collection of background information regarding solar drying technologies, materials, and heat transfer. The design of the dryer is explained, with a focus on choosing the right materials and the theory behind it. There are tables that list the materials and what they do. There are a lot of references that back up the description of how the collector and drying chamber work with natural convection. The part about Materials and Methods, on the other hand, is not very detailed. The appendix only has a numbered list of the steps used to make the dryer. The experimental protocol doesn't say much about the test products, their initial moisture content, or how moisture loss was measured. Adding pictures or diagrams of the dryer would help people understand. More information about the measuring tools (like the kind of thermometers or data loggers) and how they were calibrated would make the science more solid.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The reference list is long and includes sources from as recently as 2024, which shows that the authors read current literature. A lot of the citations are used to explain why certain design choices were made or to give background information. Still, the manuscript quotes long passages from these sources without putting them together well. In a research chapter, literature must be summarized and critically analyzed instead of being reproduced verbatim. References like Herringshaw (2007) and Bolaji (2005) are good for background information, but they could be improved by adding more recent experimental studies on passive solar dryers in climates that are similar. There are a few online sources cited (like a link to ResearchGate), but for a scholarly chapter, it's better to cite the original peer-reviewed article.
	

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

	
The language in the manuscript needs a lot of work. There are run-on sentences, phrases that are used over and over again, mistakes with punctuation and tense, and other problems with the text. Some technical terms, like "thermo siphon principles," are defined, but units are often missing or not formatted correctly (for example, "750C" should be written as 75 °C). The heavy use of direct quotes breaks up the flow and makes it hard to see what the authors added. The tables and figures don't fit well with the text. Figure captions should stand on their own, and all tables should have numbered titles and be talked about in the story. Improving grammar, cutting down on direct quotes, and using the same style for references will make the text much easier to read and more scholarly.



	

	Optional/General comments

	

The background research is thorough, and the design idea makes sense. But the manuscript needs a lot of changes to meet academic standards: the methodology needs to be more detailed, the drying results need to be shown in numbers, long quotes need to be paraphrased, and the language needs to be carefully edited

	



	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? 

	No
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