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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.
	The manuscript addresses an under‑studied but economically relevant species, Carapa procera, whose oil is widely used in traditional medicine and cosmetics. As stated in the introduction, “the oil remains little known… production yields remain low” (from the manuscript). Improving extraction efficiency therefore has direct implications for local producers, small‑scale industries, and future commercialization. The study also applies robust statistical methodologies (full factorial and Box‑Behnken designs), which strengthens its scientific contribution. Overall, the work is important for agro‑processing, ethnobotany, and applied chemistry, and contributes to optimizing a traditional resource using modern experimental design.
	



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 title is clear, descriptive, and reflects the methodology and objective. However, the phrase “Proceeded By Hydraulic Press” is grammatically incorrect. A clearer version would be: “…Extracted Using a Hydraulic Press”. (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
	The abstract summarizes the aim, methods, and key findings. However, it is written as a single long sentence inside a table, which reduces readability. It lacks explicit statements on methodology details and conclusions, (5)
	

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

	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
	The introduction provides adequate ethnobotanical and industrial context. However, it could better highlight knowledge gaps and justify the choice of statistical methods. (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
	The objective is stated clearly: “to find the operating conditions that allow increasing the mass of oil…”. (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
	The references are relevant but not recent (most are 10–20 years old). More recent studies on oil extraction optimization or DOE applications would strengthen the paper. (3)
	

	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
	The methodology is generally appropriate and well described. 
Strengths:
· Clear factor selection
· Correct use of factorial and Box‑Behnken designs
· Adequate statistical analysis
Weaknesses:
· No justification for temperature choices (e.g., roasting at 45°C drying)
· No description of sample size or replication
· No mention of oil quality assessment (only yield)
· (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 concerns apply (plant material only). (5)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Results are clearly presented with tables and explanations. However, figures are referenced but not included in the document. (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
	Tables are clear and necessary. Figures are missing, which is a major issue. (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
	The discussion interprets results well and relates them to literature (e.g., Baryeh 2001). However, it could better compare findings with similar optimization studies. (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
	Yes, conclusions follow logically from the statistical results. (5)
	

	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
	Limitations are not discussed. Examples that should be mentioned:
· No chemical characterization of oil
· No validation experiments
· No comparison with other extraction methods
(3)
	

	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
	Relevant but insufficient in number and not recent. (3)
	

	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
	Generally understandable, but the manuscript contains:
· grammatical errors
· inconsistent capitalization
· awkward phrasing
· formatting issues (tables, headings)
(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.
	Needs minor improvement. Suggested: “Optimization of Vegetable Oil Extraction from Carapa procera Almonds Using a Hydraulic Press”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Needs improvement. Should be rewritten into structured, concise paragraphs summarizing:

· Aim
· Methods
· Key results
· Conclusion
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The study is scientifically sound, but:

· Missing figures
· No replication details
· No validation of optimal conditions
· No discussion of limitations


	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. Add more recent literature (2015–2024) on:

· oil extraction optimization
· response surface methodology
· mechanical pressing of oilseeds


	

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

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

	NO ethical issues.
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PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents valuable applied research using appropriate statistical tools. However, it requires moderate revision before acceptance due to missing figures, language issues, and insufficient literature updating. The scientific content is solid, but presentation needs improvement.
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