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	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 holds significant value because it represents the first documented scientific investigation into the application of Refractance Window (RW) drying specifically for nutmeg mace. By providing comparative data on drying kinetics, effective moisture diffusivity, and quality retention against traditional hot-air methods, it fills a notable gap in current food engineering literature. Furthermore, the study establishes fundamental engineering properties—such as sphericity and porosity—that are essential for the future industrial design of post-harvest processing equipment for this high-value spice.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. 
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive. It follows a logical flow by stating the study's objective, providing quantitative results (such as the effective moisture diffusivity values), identifying the best mathematical model (logarithmic), and highlighting the superior quality outcomes of RWD.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound. It utilizes established mathematical frameworks like Fick’s second law of diffusion and standard statistical benchmarks (R², RMSE, AIC, BIC) to evaluate drying kinetics.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and exceptionally recent. One minor clarification could be made regarding the contact film; the introduction mentions "Mylar", while the methods section specifies "polyethylene terephthalate (PET)". While Mylar is a brand of PET, ensuring consistent terminology throughout would be beneficial.
	

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


	The language quality is suitable for scholarly communication.
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