
 



Reviewer A: 

 

Additional Comment:: 

The authors studied the response surface optimized natural deep eutectic solvent citric acid-glucose 

based microwave-assisted extraction on total polyphenols content from E. bulbosa. 

 

Major comments: 

1) I recommend removing the last sentence "This finding is the development of an alternative green 

solvent to TPC enrichment effectively, quickly, efficiently, environmentally friendly, and edible." from 

the abstract. 

And also remove the following sentences "This finding is the first step in various stages of our study 

into the development of a green solvent-based extraction method that is only limited to the TPC 

enrichment effectively, quickly, and efficiently, environmentally friendly, and edible. Therefore, it is 

necessary to develop an extraction method for target single or marker or active compounds from this 

plant in further study." from the conclusion part. 

These sentences are not necessary when this study aims to optimize and not to investigate in detail 

from the green chemistry point of view. 

 

2) Why the authors determined the absorbance at 791 nm on the TPC experiment? The monitored 

wavelength is too long. 

Ref 18 and 19 used 765 nm while ref 20 used 750 nm. Please give a logical explanation. 

 

3) The general mathematical models are linear, quadratic, and cubic. What is "2FI"? No explanation 

can be found in the text about the 2FI source. 

 

Minor comments: 

1) In the introduction part, "However, commercial use is limited. " this sentence is not clear. 

 

2) Fix the typos: 

~ Dried samples of E. bulbosa bulb was collected from Samarinda. Citric acid, glucose, and distilled 

water were obtained from CV. Chlorogreen, Bandung, Indonesia. Gallic acid, Folin-Ciocalteau 

reagent, and sodium carbonate were purchased from PT. Merck, Germany (throught PT. Elokarsa, 

Indonesia). 

~ The instrumen used in this study includes a modified 900Watt domestic microwave (Modena, 

USA), UV-Vis Spectrophotometer (Shimadzu, Japan), micropipette, and licensed software of Design 

Expert v12 which was installed on the computer. 

 

3) "%Watts" unit is not common, try to consider to change the unit to "Watt" 
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------------------------------------------------------ 

Reviewer B: 

 

Additional Comment:: 

This manuscript reports the optimization study for Microwave-Assisted Extraction of Eleutherine 



bulbosa (Mill.) Bulb using response surface methodology (Box Behnken Design). Authors used an 

NADES as solvent for extraction process. Others also reported the used of this solvents in various 

application. The manuscripts is at moderate quality and shows limited novelty. The novelty, however, 

need to be clearly addressed in the manuscript. The manuscript is recommended for publication 

after revision. The details comments are as follows: 

1. Abstract: the statement provide d in the 1st sentence is contradict with the last sentence. The 

results reported didn’t relate with the development of the NADES solvent. The solvent used was not 

developed in this work. 

2. The title of the manuscript is quite long and confusing. Do authors want to optimize the TPC 

content or the solvent used? Pls consider to shorten the title to reflect the manuscript’s content. 

Suggestion: Optimizing Natural Deep Eutectic Solvent Citric Acid-Glucose based Microwave-

Assisted Extraction of Total Polyphenols Content from Eleutherine bulbosa (Mill.) Bulb 

3. The introductory section can be further improved by adding the recent work done on bawang 

Dayak. The novelty of the work was not properly highlighted. The type of RSM method used and 

scope of the work should be properly written in the last paragraph of the introductory section. 

4. The instrument section can be omitted, since it can be mentioned in the MAE or other analysis 

method whenever possible. 

5. How the sample preparation was done prior to the extraction process? How the quality of the 

sample was controlled? 

6. Did author bought the distillated water? It s quite confusing, since it can be prepared in laboratory. 

7. The purity of the chemicals or analytical reagent used should be clearly stated. 

8. Did authors purify or further treated the chemicals before used? Pls explained it in the manuscript. 

9. The MAE steps should be explained in detail. 

10. How the range of parameters used for optimization study were selected? 

11. The method used for optimization should be clearly stated in the design experimental section. 

How many centre point was used? 

12. Pls used standard SI unit for time. 

13. Why authors used gallic acid as standard in this work? 

14. Why the extract solution was stored at room temperature? Not in the refrigerator? 

15. Hplc or lcms analysis should be performed to confirm the bioactive compounds present in the 

extract 

16. Paragraph 1 and 2 under the result and discussion section can be removed. No need to restate 

the experimental work performed in this this section. 

17. Table 3 shows that quadratic model is better to represent the result obtained in this work. 

However, the R2 value was not reported. The adjusted R2 value is quite reasonable. However, the 

predicted R2 is lower than adjusted R2. Pls justify the findings. 

18. Table 4. P value for x2, x3 and x4 is larger than 0.01, which are insignificant to the results 

obtained. Pls provide reason for this matter. 

19. The adjusted and predicted r2 values reported in paragraph 6th of the result and discussion 

section are different than those reported in table 3. 

20. Why only 2 types of interactions were shown in Fig 1.? The labelling is blur. Pls improve it. 

21. Fig 1 was not discussed in detailed. Reasons for the trend of the graph presented should be 

properly discussed and compared with the previous works whenever possible. 

22. An optimum point was not observed in fig. 1 

23. Several grammatical errors were spotted in the manuscript. Pls proof read. 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 


