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	Reviewer’s comment


	Author’s Feedback (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.


	
The manuscript focus on important technological intervention in post-harvest processing of high-value spice crops, particularly nutmeg mace. The comparative evaluation of refractance window drying and conventional hot-air drying provides valuable insights into drying kinetics, moisture diffusivity, and quality preservation. This study contributes to the advancement of low-temperature drying technologies and offers practical relevance for spice processing industries. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes. The title is suitable. Minor stylistic improvement could include standardizing capitalization for consistency.
	

	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.


	The abstract is well-structured, summarizing objectives, methodology, key results, and conclusions effectively. Additionally, specifying units for total phenolic content would improve scientific precision.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. Experimental design, modelling approach, and statistical validation of thin-layer drying models are appropriate. The interpretation of effective moisture diffusivity and quality parameters aligns with established drying theory. Minor clarification is suggested in sections where equation formatting or symbols appear incomplete.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes. The references are extensive, relevant, and include recent publications (2024–2025).
	

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


	The language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Consider adding a graphical comparison summary table for quality attributes for improved readability.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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