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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript provides a comprehensive review of the antibacterial, immunomodulatory, antioxidant, and antitumor properties of royal jelly, highlighting its potential as a multifunctional nutraceutical. It synthesizes recent scientific literature, addressing the growing need for natural antimicrobial agents in the face of the rising threat of antibiotic resistance. The manuscript also underscores the challenges in standardizing royal jelly’s composition, offering valuable insights for researchers in nutraceutical development, pharmacology, and food science. Its discussion on clinical applications and future research directions makes it a significant contribution to advancing natural product-based therapeutics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and reflects the manuscript’s focus on royal jelly’s nutraceutical properties and biological activities. However, it could be slightly refined for conciseness and specificity.

Suggested Alternative Title: "Royal Jelly: A Multifunctional Nutraceutical with Antibacterial, Immunomodulatory, Antioxidant, and Antitumor Properties"
	

	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 is mostly comprehensive, summarizing the key biological activities (antibacterial, immunomodulatory, antioxidant, and antitumor) and mentioning major bioactive components like MRJPs, antimicrobial peptides, and 10-HDA. However, it could be improved by briefly mentioning the methodological approach (e.g., literature review scope) to provide context for the review process. Additionally, the abstract could explicitly state the time frame of the literature reviewed (2015–2025) to clarify its recency. I suggest deleting the vague phrase “various health benefits” and replacing it with a more specific reference to the reviewed properties to enhance clarity.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust, providing a thorough review of royal jelly’s physicochemical properties, bioactive components, and biological activities, supported by recent and relevant references. The discussion of antibacterial mechanisms, immunomodulatory effects, and antitumor potential is well-grounded in cited studies. However, there are minor issues:

The manuscript occasionally lacks critical analysis of conflicting findings. For example, it mentions the antitumor efficacy of royal jelly but notes that it is “sometimes less significant” as a single therapy without discussing why or citing specific studies that address this variability.

The claim about royal jelly’s antifungal activity in the introduction is not elaborated upon in the results or discussion sections, which could mislead readers.

Some quantitative data (e.g., exact concentrations of 10-HDA or specific inhibition rates) are missing, which could strengthen the discussion of antibacterial and antitumor effects.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent, covering studies from 2015 to 2025, aligning with the manuscript’s inclusion criteria. The cited sources are from reputable journals and cover a broad range of aspects, including royal jelly’s chemical composition, biological activities, and therapeutic potential. However, a few additional references could strengthen specific claims:

· For antifungal activity mentioned in the introduction, cite a study such as Fratini et al. (2016), which briefly mentions antifungal properties, or clarify why this was not explored further.

· For standardization challenges, consider citing Sabatini et al. (2009) (“Chemical and Physical-Chemical Characteristics of Royal Jelly”) for historical context on quality control issues.

· For antitumor activity, include a reference like Townsend et al. (1960) for classical studies on 10-HDA’s antitumor effects to provide historical depth.


	

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


	The language is generally clear and suitable for scholarly communication, but there are minor issues with grammar, sentence structure, and redundancy. For example:

· Redundant phrases like “the content of the composition present in royal jelly” could be simplified to “royal jelly’s composition.”

· Inconsistent terminology, such as “royal jelly acid” versus “10-HDA,” could confuse readers.

· Some sentences are overly long, reducing readability (e.g., in the introduction, the sentence starting “The content in royal jelly includes…”).


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-structured and provides a comprehensive overview of royal jelly’s potential as a nutraceutical. However, it could benefit from deeper critical analysis, particularly regarding variability in royal jelly’s composition and its impact on clinical applications. The discussion of antifungal activity in the introduction is not substantiated in later sections and should either be expanded or removed. Additionally, the manuscript would be strengthened by including more quantitative data (e.g., specific MIC values for antibacterial activity) and addressing limitations of current studies, such as small sample sizes in clinical trials. The table on antibacterial activity is a strong feature, but similar tables for immunomodulatory and antitumor activities could enhance clarity.

No ethical issues are identified. The manuscript is a literature review based on published studies, and no primary data involving human or animal subjects are presented. The references are appropriately cited, and there is no evidence of data fabrication or unethical practices.
No competing interest issues are apparent. The manuscript does not disclose any funding sources or affiliations that suggest bias. The authors appear to focus on scientific evidence without promoting specific commercial products.

No plagiarism is suspected. The manuscript cites sources appropriately, and the content appears original based on the provided references and the reviewer’s knowledge of the field. The text aligns with the cited studies and does not show signs of verbatim copying.
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