Review Form (Review)

	Book Name:
	Recent Advances in Food Process Engineering 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_8018_2

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Advances in Pulsed Electric Field, Ohmic Heating, Radiofrequency and Microwave Technologies for Low-Carbon Food Processing: A Critical Narrative Review of Energy, Emissions and Implementation Evidence

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE


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.
	The potential contribution of electrically powered food processing technology to lowering energy use and greenhouse gas emissions is a significant and current topic covered in this book. Rather than merely outlining their benefits, its main strength is the careful comparison of radiofrequency, microwave, ohmic heating, and pulsed electric field technologies. In addition to identifying methodological factors such system boundaries, functional units, conversion losses, heat recovery, and electricity carbon intensity as significant causes of disagreement, the manuscript rightly underscores the significant diversity in reported energy and carbon outputs. Because it outlines the circumstances in which these technologies may actually contribute to low-carbon manufacturing and suggests objectives for future industrial-scale research, the evaluation will be helpful to researchers and the food processing businesses.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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
	5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. 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
	4
	


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.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

The paper offers a helpful critical synthesis of four electrically powered food processing methods and answers a pertinent and current research subject. Its main advantage is that it looks at the impact of system boundaries, functional units, heat recovery, electricity carbon intensity, and scale rather than assuming that electrification inevitably leads to decarbonisation. Overall, the work is scientifically useful and well-structured. To guarantee that quantitative comparisons are consistently contextualized by functional unit, system boundary, and scale, as well as to increase the transparency and reproducibility of the literature-selection technique, I suggest minor revision prior to acceptance. The discussion of future directions and research gaps in the book is quite helpful
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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


	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	No. The manuscript does not appear to raise any ethical issues. There don't seem to be any human subjects, animals, or the gathering of fresh experimental data in this literature-based narrative review. A statement about the restricted usage of Grammarly and ChatGPT for reference formatting and grammar correction is also included in the text.
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