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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 study contributes to optimizing extraction protocols for maximizing specific phytochemicals, such as polyphenols, flavonoids, and terpenoids. The findings can lead to future pharmacological research, natural product development, and the adequate use of biological resources.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	· The term “Fungichemical” isn’t a standard or accepted scientific term. I couldn’t find any resources that support the term. Better to change into ‘Fungal chemicals/fungal metabolites’
· Rating Scale: 2
	

	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
	· Terminology issues such as for term “fungichemical”
· Too many and overly detailed numerical values make it difficult to read
· Fix this sentence grammar: remains poorly documented and scientific data are limited.
· Rating Scale: 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
	· The keywords need correction and get standardization in language (English)
· Suggestions: LUGA mushroom, solvent polarity, bioactive compounds, polyphenols, flavonoids, terpenoids, alkaloids
· Rating Scale: 2
	

	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
	· Why does this sentence have repetitive phrases? (This basidiomycete is therefore commonly referred to as the "shiny-skinned fungus" or "shiny-skinned fungus".)
· Standardized scientific naming (italic format)
· Replace “fungichemical” term, since it’s not accepted scientific term.
· Rating Scale: 2
	

	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
	· The research objectives are clearly stated
· There is no hypothesis written in Introduction Part
· Rating Scale: 4
	

	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
	· There is limited literature review of recent research related to solvent extraction methods, which is the central or main point of this study.
· Rating Scale: 2
	

	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
	· Replace “fungichemical” term, since it’s not accepted scientific term.
· The research methodology is appropriate for the study.
· Rating Scale: 3
	

	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
	· No ethical issue
· Rating Scale: 5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	· Terminology issues such as for term “fungichemical”
· Rating Scale: 4

	

	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
	· For Figure 1 and Figure 2, use vocabularies that are in standardization in English: polyphenols, flavonoids, terpenoids, alkaloids.
· Rating Scale: 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
	· Improve grammar and punctuation:
1) *Ganoderma applanatum* in line 392
· The discussion relates findings to existing literature
· Rating Scale: 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
	· To obtain this such conclusion, it’ll be better to put hypothesis in introduction part.
· Rating Scale: 4
	

	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
	· It does not acknowledge potential weaknesses or constraints of the study, such as:
1) Lack of advanced analytical techniques (for examples: GC-MS and/or HPLC for compound identification) 
2) Mushrooms were collected only from specific regions (limited sample size) that the composition is potentially varied due to environmental factors.
· Rating Scale: 2
	

	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
	· The references are relevant and sufficient (in number
· Rating Scale: 5
	

	[bookmark: _GoBack]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
	· Rating Scale: 4
	



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.
	Need improvement. I have explained above.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	· The abstract of the article is comprehensive, but fixing terminology issues such as for term “fungichemical”, overly detailed numerical values make it difficult to read is needed.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	· The manuscript is scientifically correct, only fix these parts about: 
1) Incorrect terminology
2) Analytical limitations not acknowledged
	

	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:
Fahru Reza Arifn, Bogor Agricultural University, Indonesia
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