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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.


	The manuscript addresses an important and timely topic in the context of functional foods and natural health products. 

The paper is generally well-written, and the subject is of interest. However, there are some areas where the manuscript could be improved to enhance its scientific rigor, clarity, and impact.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title lacks distinctive element. I suggest adding the geographic origin (region and country) of the samples to make it more specific and relevant.
	

	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 origin of the samples needs to be added

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript addresses an interesting and relevant topic; however, it requires substantial improvement in methodological transparency, clarity of presentation, and contextualization of the results.
	

	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?


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	Sample Origin and Context

The manuscript needs more detailed information about the origin of the samples: region, country, coordinates, and a description of the local beekeeping practices.

The classification of the honey as “multifloral” is not defined or justified. The authors should explain why this classification was chosen instead of “monofloral” or “polyfloral,” and describe the criteria used.

If the samples were collected during harvest, the surrounding environment should be described (geographical origin, floral source, processing conditions) and their possible influence on the results should be analyzed. This contextual information could help justify many of the findings.

If the samples were purchased rather than collected directly, this must be clearly indicated in the methodology.

Comparison with Previous Studies

A more thorough comparison with the cited literature is needed. This requires providing additional details about the samples from this study in order to better explain the similarities or differences found in relation to other authors.

A comparative analysis of the fatty acids identified in the pollen is missing. This should be included and discussed in the context of existing literature to strengthen the nutritional and functional interpretation.

Data Presentation

There are too many tables, making it difficult to follow the results. Two well-structured tables would be sufficient: one comparing honey and pollen, and a second including only the parameters analyzed for pollen.

Figures should be grouped by product type (honey and pollen) and by parameter, which would make it easier for readers to draw their own conclusions quickly.

Minor Comments

Line 71: “Fatty acid composition” is repeated; one instance should be removed.

Line 82: Specify the version of SPSS software used.

Lines 84–87: This section is irrelevant and should be removed.

Line 183: Improve wording; “indispensable essential” is redundant.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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