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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 manuscript makes a significant contribution to the scientific community, particularly in the fields of food science, pharmacology, and analytical chemistry.
	



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 study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory

The paper covers three key elements of research: the subject (bioactive compounds), the material (selected tropical spices), and the method used (microwave-assisted extraction/MAE technology).
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory

The abstract summarizes the objective (evaluating bioactive constituents and antioxidant properties), methodology (MAE using ethyl ether solvent), main results (extract yield, qualitative and quantitative phytochemical composition), and specific findings, such as the highest antioxidant activity in M. myristica and ginger.
	

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

	

	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 = Satisfactory

The background information is well-organized. The author begins with a general definition of bioactive compounds and and current research trends then provides botanical details and traditional uses for each of the three spices studied (ginger, T. tetraptera, and M. myristica). This section also explains the advantages of MAE over conventional methods.
	

	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 = Satisfactory

The research objective is explicitly stated at the end of the introduction: to assess the phytochemical and antioxidant properties of crude products extracted by MAE from ginger, Tetrapleura Tetraptera, and Monodora myristica.
	

	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 = Satisfactory

The literature review includes relevant references, ranging from foundational texts to more recent research (such as Alara et al., 2019). This literature supports the importance of "green" extraction methods and the therapeutic potential of tropical plants.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory

The methodology used is detailed and appropriate. The authors describe the MAE operational parameters (power 300W, time 10–20 minutes), sample processing procedures, and standard protocols for various phytochemical and antioxidant activity assays (DPPH, FRAP, lipid peroxidation inhibition).
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory


	

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


	

	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 = Satisfactory

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory

The discussion section compares the findings (such as ginger yield or antioxidant activity) with previous studies by other researchers, such as Alara and Abdurahman (2020) or Prasad and Tyagi (2015).
	

	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 = Satisfactory

The conclusion that this tropical spice contains measurable bioactive compounds with concentration-dependent antioxidant properties is fully supported by the experimental data presented in the results tables.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory

The authors honestly include a "Limitations" section, noting that the study used only one solvent, did not directly compare MAE with other methods under controlled conditions, and that the results cannot yet confirm biological effects in humans due to its in vitro nature.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory

This manuscript has a very extensive reference list and covers a wide range of studies related to extraction, phytochemistry, and antioxidant activity, demonstrating a strong research foundation.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
Overall, the manuscript is written in standard, technical scientific English. The use of specific terminology is consistent throughout the text, making it easy for a scientific audience to follow the logical flow of the study.
	



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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
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
	

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

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
	


Reviewer details:

Nita Indriyani, Universitas Pendidikan Muhammadiyah Sorong, Indonesia
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