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PART  1: Review Comments  
 
 Reviewer’s comment  Author’s comment  (if agreed with reviewer, 

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

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

1. The description of the solar product dryer is no t 
clear, also the Figure 1 does not clearly reflect y our 
description. 
2. If you have constructed one, then take the 
snapshot or draw it using appropriate software and 
put it the appropriate place in the work, i.e., aft er 
the description. 
3. You need to rewrite the conclusion either in one  
or more paragraphs. Itemizing you points is not 
appropriate. 
4. References: Majority of your references are 
wrong. Check the APA 6 th Edition. Numbering the 
references is not required. Specifically, check ref  
no. 2, 3, 5, 7, 13, 15, 16, 17, 19. 17 is twice. 
5. Your experimental explanation and results 
generated are not clear. Explain clearly how you 
carried out the experiment that led to those result s. 
Table 2, Table 3, and Fig 2. 
6. There is no consistence in your citations, e.g.,  
Spies C. I. H.C. Coote. (2006). It should be: Spies  
and Coote (2006). See APA 6 th Edition. Use this to 
correct others. 
Line 61 – 64 not well-formatted. Numbering is not 
necessary 
 
 

YES; NOTED AND CORRECTED 
(REPLACED) 
 
 
 
NOTED AND CORRECTED 
 
NOTED AND CORRECTED 
 
 
YES; CORRECTED 
 
 
 
NOTED AND CORRECTED 
 
 
NOTED AND CORRECTED 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

1. Line 96, “chamber.as…” correct it; Line 98, 100, 101 
103, 109. 111, e.g., “48 cm and others “should be 
corrected 48cm. 

 
YES; CORRECTED 
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2. PVC full meaning should be clearly written, 
thereafter you can use its acronyms. 
3. Line 120, e.g., 7 .00 should be corrected.  
4. check your spellings, e.g., formaiz (line 234), 
5. Correct all metrics measurements, e.g., 700C, 70% 
are right. Check your work and make corrections. 
5. Line 26, recast the sentence, e.g., for than 95%.... 
does not make meaning. Line 38 .It….. 
6. Line 10 – 11, recast the sentence. 
7. 37 – 470C is not correct. It should be 370C – 470C. 
Make corrections to others. 
8. Line 21, collector/dryer, not collector / dryer. 
 

Optional /General  comments 
 

The writing style is very poor. However, the author(s) 
should correct the work following the 
suggestions/recommendations and resubmit.  
 

NOTED AND CORRECTED 

 
 
 


