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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 study fills a real-world gap in food engineering by mapping out the texture and flow data of fresh Kesar mango pulp which a major commercial crop in India. For engineers and food technologists, having these baseline numbers is incredibly useful when designing pumping, mixing, and heating systems for thick fruit pulps. While back-extrusion is a great method for testing thick, chunky mixtures like this, the study’s impact is currently limited because it only tests one sample type without any changing variables, which narrows its overall scientific scope.
	




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
	3
	

	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
	2 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	-
	

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

	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


	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	




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.

	NO. The title implies direct application to thermal processing and equipment design, but the study only generates baseline texture data with no processing treatment or equipment validation. Suggested revision: "Back-Extrusion Characterization of Fresh Kesar Mango Pulp: Baseline Rheo-Textural Data for Processing and Equipment Design Applications."
	

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

	NO. The abstract does not disclose that the consistency standard deviation (784.95 +/- 231.23 g.s) represents a coefficient of variation of approximately 29%, which is a significant data reliability concern requiring disclosure. Furthermore, the abstract references "agitation-assisted ohmic heating" as a target application, but the study does not involve ohmic heating in any form. The abstract must reflect the actual scope and acknowledge the high variability in the consistency measurement.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. The manuscript has potential, but a few critical gaps need fixing. First, the 29% consistency CV is unusually high and needs an explanation. Second, the methods section lacks the detail needed for replication, specifically container size, testing temperature, and basic pulp properties (Brix, pH, moisture), while the preparation itself relies too heavily on an external citation. Finally, the discussion needs to go deeper than repetitive reporting to synthesize the data, openly address study limitations, and fix the citation mix-up for Ribeiro et al. (mango vs. avocado).
	

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

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

	NO. A clear citation mismatch exists: Ribeiro et al. (2024) is cited in the mango processing context but refers to avocado pulp with maltodextrin. This must be corrected. Some references are dated (Manohar et al., 1990; Bourne, 2002) and should be supplemented with more recent studies on mango texture or back-extrusion characterization. The reference count is modest and should be expanded to include direct comparators from back-extrusion studies on other tropical fruit pulps.
	

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

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

	NO. No ethical issues were identified. The study involves physical characterization of commercially sourced fruit pulp and does not involve human subjects or animal experiments.
	




PART 3. Confidential Comments (If any) to the Editor:

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	
The focus on Kesar mango pulp is great, but the manuscript feels more like a brief technical note than a full research article right now. Because it only looks at a single sample type with no changing variables, the data is very narrow, plus, there's a 29% variance in the consistency data that needs to be addressed.
For this to be independently reproducible, we need the missing details in the methods (like container geometry, test temperature, and actual pulp properties). I'd love to see the authors push the discussion further by connecting the dots rather than just listing the data. Expanding the project to compare different maturity stages or temperatures would really elevate the paper.







PART 4: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:
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	MARKS of this manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
(Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	5 (Serious Major Revision)
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