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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 introduction provides a well-rounded context for the review, emphasizing the significance of cognitive development during the preschool years and linking it to the potential benefits of garden-based nutrition education. It effectively sets the stage for the subsequent discussion and presents a clear rationale for the study. However, there are areas where clarity and depth could be improved, particularly in connecting the various elements of the introduction more cohesively.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title effectively encapsulates the scope and focus of the review. It clearly communicates the central theme of garden-based nutrition education and its dual role in promoting healthy eating habits and enhancing cognitive function among preschoolers.

It could be made more concise by removing the phrase "A Review," as the article type is already implied.
	

	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.


	Strengths:

· Comprehensive Background. The introduction effectively highlights the critical role of early childhood in cognitive development and the potential of garden-based nutrition education to support this process. The references to key developmental stages, such as the first 1000 days of life, add weight to the discussion.

· Relevance of Garden-Based Education. The section does a good job of illustrating the relevance of garden-based nutrition education by linking it to improved dietary habits and cognitive outcomes. The explanation of how hands-on gardening experiences can influence children's food preferences is particularly compelling.

· Clear Objectives. The introduction concludes with a clear statement of the study’s aims, which provides a solid foundation for the review. These objectives are well-aligned with the preceding discussion, ensuring that the reader understands the purpose of the review.


	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	
	

	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.
	
	

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

-
	· Comprehensive Overview of Studies. The results section provides a thorough synthesis of the various studies assessing the effectiveness of garden-based nutrition education programs. The inclusion of a wide range of studies, with a focus on different types of interventions and outcomes, adds depth to the review. The detailed discussion on the specific programs, such as farm-to-school initiatives and community garden programs, highlights the diversity of approaches in the field.

· Structured Presentation. The section is well-organized, separating the discussion of dietary outcomes (Table 1) from academic outcomes (Table 2). This clear delineation allows readers to easily navigate between the different focus areas of the studies reviewed.

· Specificity in Results. The results are reported with specific details, such as the duration of interventions, the age range of participants, and the type of outcomes measured. This precision is valuable for understanding the context and applicability of the findings.

Recognition of Variability. The section acknowledges the variability in study designs, sample sizes, and outcomes, which is crucial for assessing the reliability and generalizability of the findings. The mention of mixed or non-significant results in some studies is a balanced approach, offering a realistic view of the intervention outcomes.
This manuscript provides a comprehensive analysis of the impact of school garden-based nutrition education (GBNE) on cognitive functioning and dietary outcomes in preschool-aged children. The review synthesizes data from 19 studies, highlighting both the benefits and limitations of garden-based interventions in improving dietary habits and cognitive development among young students. The discussion is thorough, and the conclusions are well-supported by the evidence presented. However, the review could benefit from a more detailed critique of the methodological rigor of the included studies and a clearer presentation of the implications for future research and policy.

Strengths


	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	· Thorough Literature Review. The review effectively summarizes findings from multiple studies, providing a detailed analysis of how GBNE influences dietary habits and cognitive outcomes. The inclusion of diverse studies offers a broad perspective on the topic.

· Clear Analysis of Dietary Outcomes. The review clearly articulates the impact of garden-based programs on children's eating habits, particularly their increased consumption of vegetables. It also addresses the limitations observed in improving fruit consumption.

· Insightful Discussion on Cognitive Benefits. The manuscript highlights the cognitive benefits associated with GBNE, such as improved attention, memory, and engagement in science-related activities. The connection between gardening and enhanced cognitive skills is well-explored.

Implications for Early Childhood Education and Policy. The review offers valuable insights into how GBNE can be integrated into early childhood education and public health policy. It effectively emphasizes the potential benefits of involving parents and the community in garden-based programs

	

	Optional/General comments


	· Methodological Critique. While the review acknowledges methodological diversity among the studies, it would benefit from a more in-depth critique of the methodological quality. Specifically, the review should assess the rigor of study designs, sample sizes, and the presence of control groups. Highlighting the strengths and weaknesses of individual studies could provide a clearer understanding of the overall evidence base.

· Clarity in Presentation of Results. The presentation of results could be more structured. For example, summarizing the main findings in a table or figure could enhance readability and make it easier to compare outcomes across studies.

· Discussion of Conflicting Findings. The review mentions conflicting findings regarding the impact of GBNE on fruit and vegetable intake. A more detailed discussion of these discrepancies and potential reasons for the lack of consistent results would strengthen the analysis.

· Future Research Directions. While the review suggests areas for future research, it could be more specific about the types of studies needed. For instance, identifying gaps in current research and recommending specific methodologies or study designs could provide clearer guidance for future investigations.

Policy Implications. The implications for policymakers are well articulated, but the review could provide more concrete recommendations for implementing GBNE programs, including strategies for overcoming barriers to program adoption and ensuring long-term sustainability.
· Issue: While the time frame of 2010 to 2022 is mentioned, the rationale for this specific period is not thoroughly explained.

· Suggestion: It would be beneficial to provide a more detailed justification for choosing this time frame. For example, explain whether this period was selected due to a significant increase in garden-based nutrition education interventions or because of advancements in the field that might have influenced study outcomes.

Search Term Limitations

· Issue: The search terms listed are relevant but may be somewhat limited in scope.

· Suggestion: Consider discussing whether additional related terms or synonyms were considered to capture studies that might use slightly different terminology. This would strengthen the thoroughness of the search strategy and potentially uncover additional relevant studies.

Study Selection Oversight

· Issue: The section mentions that one reviewer conducted the study selection with oversight from another, but the process lacks detail about how discrepancies were resolved.

· Suggestion: Provide more information about how disagreements during the screening process were handled. For instance, did the reviewers discuss and reach a consensus, or was a third reviewer involved in resolving conflicts? This would enhance the transparency and rigor of the study selection process.

Exclusion of Grey Literature. 

· Issue: The exclusion of grey literature is mentioned, but the rationale for this decision is not fully explained.

· Suggestion: It would be helpful to provide a justification for excluding grey literature, such as concerns about the quality and reliability of unpublished studies. Additionally, consider discussing the potential impact of this exclusion on the review’s findings, as grey literature can sometimes offer valuable insights not found in peer-reviewed sources.

Handling of Non-English Studies

· Issue: The decision to include only studies written in English is noted, but the implications of this decision are not discussed.

· Suggestion: Acknowledge the potential limitations of excluding non-English studies, such as the risk of missing relevant research conducted in other languages. Discuss how this might affect the generalizability of the review's findings and whether any strategies were employed to mitigate this limitation.

Data Extraction and Analysis

· Issue: The process of data extraction is mentioned briefly, but the methodology for analyzing the extracted data is not fully detailed.

Suggestion: Expand on the methods used for data extraction and analysis. Describe how the data was synthesized, whether any qualitative or quantitative methods were used to analyze the findings, and how the results were interpreted. This would provide a clearer understanding of how the conclusions were drawn from the included studies.
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	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)


	


	Reviewer Details:



	Name:
	Ryan C. Fontanilla

	Department, University & Country
	Medical Colleges of Northern Philippines and International School of Asia and the Pacific, Philippines


Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

