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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.


	 From this research quantify the effectiveness of acacia gum, gallic acid, and clove oil as organic coatings to extend tomato shelf life. It explains the methods of these treatments preserve firmness, enhance antioxidant activity, and reduce postharvest losses, presenting them valuable for improving marketability and consumer preference. This study shows the creation of environmentally friendly preservation techniques, minimizing dependence on artificial chemicals for food storage.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
But it may be

"Enhancing Tomato Storage: Effects of Acacia Gum, Gallic Acid, and Clove Oil on Physicochemical and Physiological Changes" 
or "Natural Coatings for Tomato Preservation: Acacia Gum, Gallic Acid, and Clove Oil Effects"

	

	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.


	Indeed, the abstract is thorough, addressing essential components of the research, such as the objective, methodology, storage conditions, significant findings related to antioxidant activity and firmness, and implications for market appeal. Nonetheless, you could enhance clarity by adjusting the sentence structure to improve flow and brevity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	the manuscript possesses scientific qualities as it utilizes a structured format, encompassing objective statements, methodology, experimentation, and results evaluation. It showcases quantitative findings, controlled variables, and quantifiable results, which enhance its scientific robustness. Nonetheless, improving clarity, coherence, and compliance with academic standards—such as appropriate references, statistical verification, and logical progression—would bolster its credibility even more. 
	

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

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


	The manuscript's English is mostly clear and formal, adhering to scientific standards. Nonetheless, certain sentences could be polished to enhance clarity, readability, and coherence, thereby improving overall fluency.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article is well-structured and scientifically rigorous, objectives, methodology, and findings. While the English quality is strong, refining sentence structure and transitions would improve clarity and readability. The inclusion of quantitative data strengthens the study, but visual aids like tables or graphs could enhance presentation. Expanding on real-world applications and ensuring statistical validation would further strengthen its impact.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)


	


Reviewer details:

Rozina Parul, Gono Bishwabidyalay, Bangladesh
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

