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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

1. Use of English. Some examples are,  
Line 10 - The parabolic was tilted at … with the aid of 
four supports at two differ. 
Line 10 - as the cover plate materials 
Line 26 - with sunshine for than 95 % period of 
……… 
Line 51 - For fruit and vegetable produce the 52 simple 
process may entail a loss of 
.............. 
 
2. Introduction needs to be shortened as most 
things are well known. 
3. Table 1 should be replaced by figure for a clear  
picture 
4.Actual solar dryer figure should be inserted alon g 
with sketch. Sketch should not be screen copy. 
5. A comparison with other solar dryer needs to be 
included for publication. 
6. When citing several references at a point, there  
should be a reason to point out the difference. 
Otherwise, only one reference is enough. 
7. Experimental set up should be more precisely 
and clearly explained so that the result could be 
replicated. 

 

Minor  REVISION comments 
 

1. Several  references are not appropriate and 
should be removed.  
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Optional /General  comments 
 

Its relevance should be highlighted by comparing it with 
similar works. It is very important.  Economics of the 
process will increase its acceptability. 
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