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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that 
part in the manuscript. 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. Why do you like (or dislike) this 
manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be 
required for this part. 
 

The manuscript could be improved by providing a more in-depth comparison between Konjac 
Glucomannan and other natural binders, which would help clarify its unique advantages. 
Additionally, the study's focus on a limited range of binder concentrations may limit the 
understanding of KGM's full potential across different formulations, leaving room for further 
exploration. Finally, more detailed statistical analysis of the results could strengthen the 
conclusions drawn about the binder's effectiveness. 
 

 

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

Yes  

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 could be improved by adding specific results, such as the performance of the 
20% KGM concentration, to highlight the key findings more clearly.  
Additionally, it could benefit from a more concise background, allowing room for a brief 
mention of the quality control tests performed. Reducing general information about halal 
excipients would focus the abstract on the study's unique contributions. 

 

Are subsections and structure of the manuscript 
appropriate? 

NO discussion section,  
practical applications are missing  

 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do 
you think that this manuscript is scientifically 
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 
sentences may be required for this part. 

The scientific soundness of the manuscript could be questioned for a few reasons.  
1. While it follows standard testing methods, it doesn't include more detailed statistical analysis 
that could strengthen the findings.  
2. The study only looks at a limited range of KGM concentrations, which means it might miss 
how the binder behaves in other scenarios. Plus, it doesn’t compare KGM directly with other 
binders, making it hard to see if KGM is actually better or just another option.  
3. These gaps could make the conclusions less convincing or broadly applicable. 
 

 

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 
have suggestions of additional references, please 
mention them in the review form. 
 

References for the comparative studies can be added … Recent references are desirable   
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Minor REVISION comments 
 

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

 

 
Room for improvement is there  
 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

1. Lacks Detailed Statistical Analysis: Without strong data analysis, the conclusions may not be 
reliable. 
2. No Comparison to Other Binders: It doesn't show how Konjac Glucomannan stacks up against 
other options, making it less useful. 
3. Limited Concentration Range: Testing only a few binder concentrations restricts understanding 
of its full potential. 
4. Language Issues: Poor grammar or unclear writing can make it hard to follow. 
Outdated References: Using old sources without newer research makes the study seem less relevant. 
 

 

 
 

PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should 
write his/her feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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