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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.


	C. longa is a popular herb that uses across countries in the world. Moreover, the herb also widely uses as alternative treatment and therapy for diseases. However, the unclear data interpretation and discussion make this study less significant. It could be interesting if authors can explain the correlation between nutritional status and phytoconstituents with MSG and GST in comprehensive way.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I’m not sure about the title because the content of this manuscript is not stick together. The title only reflect the abstract, not overall content of manuscript. Author should clarify.
	

	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.


	No. The abstract explain too much background of this study. However, there is lack of result mentioned in the abstract, as well as poor conclusion.  
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but it require some correction. As I stated before that C. longa is one of promising herbs for alternative treatment and therapy, as well as preservative agents. In the method, authors should mention the procedures clearly. Especially in the molecular docking study, the method is not align with the result obtained. Authors not interpret the result and how it is align with the discussion. Clarifications are required to ensure scientific robustness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, it is sufficient.
	

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


	Yes.
	

	Optional/General comments


	For author, please clarify about the title. The title is not align with the explanation in your study. You did not mention about MSG, except in the abstract. As for GST, you only mention in the abstract, also result and discussion. The content of your manuscript not reflect the introduction.  
Also, I need more clarification about molecular docking study. Is it molecular docking or dynamic? Or both? Because it is not clear. Please state the procedure clearly, because the result is not reflect the method. 

For complete questions and corrections, please check the manuscript file.
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	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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