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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 addresses an important topic by comparing two commonly used drying methods and their effects on the nutritional composition and functional properties of ginger, a widely consumed medicinal spice. The findings contribute to the understanding of how processing techniques influence nutrient retention and the potential use of ginger as a natural meat tenderizer in poultry production. The study may be useful to food scientists, animal nutritionists, processors, and small-scale producers seeking cost-effective processing methods. However, several methodological and scientific limitations should be addressed before the findings can be considered reliable for publication.
	



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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	




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.

	Yes 
	

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

	No 
· Remove unnecessary details such as where ginger was purchased. 
· Clearly describe the experimental design. 
· Present only the most important numerical findings. 
· Explain how meat tenderization was measured. 
· Include the major statistical findings. 
· End with a concise conclusion directly supported by the results.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No 
1. The Materials and Methods section mixes future tense ("will be") and past tense ("were"), suggesting the methods were not consistently written after completion of the study. 
2. The sensory evaluation is poorly described. It is unclear whether the panel compared control meat with treated meat or only evaluated treated samples. 
3. The study claims to evaluate tenderization, but objective measurements such as Warner-Bratzler shear force were not performed. 
4. No information is provided regarding the dosage of ginger included in the poultry feed. 
5. The animal feeding trial is inadequately designed to evaluate meat tenderness. 
6. The manuscript concludes that ginger is effective as a meat tenderizer although no direct comparison with untreated meat was statistically demonstrated.

	

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

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

	No 
Suggestions
· Many references are from AI, because they do not exist. 
· Include more recent literature (2023–2026). 
· Remove duplicate references (Ajayi et al. appears twice). 
· Standardize reference formatting according to the journal style. 
· Include additional studies on drying technologies and meat tenderization.

	

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

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

	Yes 
Ethical concerns
1. No Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC) or equivalent ethical approval was reported for the use of experimental chickens. 
2. No ethical approval or informed consent was reported for the human sensory panel. 
3. Animal welfare procedures during housing and slaughter were insufficiently described. 
4. Ethical approval numbers and approving institutions should be included.
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