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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 is important for the scientific community because it brings together dispersed research on plant extracts as sustainable alternatives for postharvest preservation of banana into a single, coherent framework. By linking postharvest disease control with ripening physiology and quality maintenance, the review helps researchers view plant extracts not only as antimicrobial agents but also as modulators of fruit biological processes. The paper also highlights current limitations and knowledge gaps, which is valuable for guiding future experimental and applied research. In this way, the manuscript contributes to advancing more environmentally responsible postharvest strategies that align with global efforts to reduce chemical inputs in horticulture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable, as it clearly reflects the core focus of the review: the use of plant extracts to extend the postharvest life of banana.

However, for an international journal audience, the title could be strengthened to sound more analytical and comprehensive, especially because the manuscript discusses mechanisms, quality attributes, disease control, and future challenges, not only “efficacy”.

Minor limitations of the current title

· It is somewhat generic and does not explicitly indicate that the paper is a review article.

· It does not highlight mechanisms of action or the postharvest quality perspective, which are strong points of the manuscript.
	

	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.


	In general, the abstract of this article covers the main elements expected of a review article, namely the background of the post-harvest banana problem, the urgency of finding alternatives to synthetic fungicides, and the role of plant extracts in maintaining quality and extending shelf life. The flow of the abstract is also quite clear and easy to understand, allowing readers to immediately grasp the main focus of the manuscript.

However, the abstract could still be improved to make it more academically robust. It is recommended to add a short sentence explaining the approach or method of literature search (e.g., the type of database used or the time range of the literature), so that readers understand that this article was compiled systematically. In addition, it would be better if the abstract also briefly mentions the knowledge gaps and challenges of commercial application of plant extracts, as this aspect is an important added value of the manuscript.

On the other hand, there is one point that needs to be improved, namely the use of phrases that could potentially cause ambiguity regarding antimicrobial activity. These expressions should be clarified so as not to give the impression of meaning that contradicts the purpose of the study. Overall, with these minor additions and improvements, the abstract will be more informative, balanced, and reflect the scientific contribution of this article more fully.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and is largely consistent with current knowledge in the field of postharvest biology and technology. The concepts presented regarding banana ripening physiology, postharvest diseases, and the antimicrobial and antioxidant roles of plant extracts are well aligned with established scientific literature, and most statements are appropriately supported by relevant and credible references. The discussion of climacteric ripening, ethylene regulation, and pathogen suppression reflects accepted postharvest principles and demonstrates a good understanding of the subject.
That said, a few points would benefit from refinement to strengthen scientific accuracy and clarity. Some mechanistic explanations, particularly those related to ethylene biosynthesis regulation and enzyme-level responses, are presented in a somewhat generalized manner and would be more robust if clearly framed as proposed or emerging mechanisms rather than fully established facts. In addition, minor inconsistencies in terminology and a small number of ambiguous statements could be clarified to avoid potential misinterpretation by readers.

In summary, the manuscript does not contain fundamental scientific errors, and its conclusions are generally supported by the cited literature. With modest revisions to improve precision, balance, and cautious interpretation of mechanistic claims, the article would meet the expectations of an international scientific audience.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list included in the manuscript is generally adequate in both scope and number, and it demonstrates that the authors have engaged with a broad body of literature relevant to banana postharvest biology, plant extracts, and natural preservation strategies. Importantly, the manuscript cites several recent studies published in 2023–2025, which indicates an effort to incorporate up-to-date scientific developments and strengthens the overall credibility of the review.
Nevertheless, the reference section could be further improved to enhance its balance and impact. While older, foundational studies are appropriately used to support basic concepts, some of these could be complemented or partially replaced with more recent syntheses or high-impact reviews, particularly in sections discussing mechanisms of action, ethylene regulation, and commercial applicability of plant-based preservatives. Adding a small number of recent meta-analyses or authoritative reviews from leading postharvest or food science journals would help situate the manuscript more firmly within the current international research landscape.

Overall, the references are sufficient and relevant, but selective inclusion of additional recent, high-impact sources would further strengthen the manuscript and underscore its contribution to ongoing scientific discussions in postharvest technology and sustainable fruit preservation.
	

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


	The overall quality of English in the manuscript is adequate for scientific communication, and the main ideas are conveyed clearly throughout the text. The authors use appropriate technical terminology, and the narrative generally follows a logical and coherent structure, allowing readers to understand the objectives, scope, and conclusions of the review without major difficulty.
However, the language would benefit from moderate revision to reach the standard expected by an international journal. There are occasional grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, and instances of repetitive phrasing that slightly reduce clarity and fluency. In addition, some long sentences could be streamlined to improve readability, and minor inconsistencies in tense and word choice should be corrected.

In summary, while the manuscript is understandable and scientifically communicative, professional language editing or careful proofreading by a fluent English speaker is recommended to enhance precision, readability, and overall presentation for an international audience.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript addresses a timely and relevant topic and demonstrates clear potential to contribute meaningfully to the field of postharvest science and sustainable fruit preservation. The breadth of literature covered and the effort to integrate disease control, fruit physiology, and quality maintenance are commendable and reflect careful engagement with existing research. With revisions aimed at strengthening methodological transparency, refining mechanistic interpretations, and improving language clarity, the article could become a valuable reference for both researchers and practitioners working on eco-friendly postharvest technologies. Overall, the study is promising, and the suggested improvements are intended to help the authors enhance its scientific rigor and impact rather than to question its fundamental merit.
Overall, this manuscript demonstrates solid scientific merit, addresses a relevant and timely topic, and draws on a broad and up-to-date body of literature. The review has clear potential to contribute meaningfully to the field of postharvest science and sustainable fruit preservation. However, several key aspects require further improvement, particularly the rigor and transparency of the review methodology, the depth of critical analysis, clarification of some mechanistic interpretations, and refinement of language and structure.

With careful and focused major revisions, the manuscript has strong potential to meet the standards of an international journal and to provide valuable insights for the scientific community.
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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No apparent ethical issues were identified in this manuscript. As a review article, it is based on previously published studies, and the authors appropriately acknowledge and cite the original sources throughout the text. There is no indication of data fabrication, plagiarism, or inappropriate manipulation of results, and the content appears to be presented in a transparent and responsible manner.
In addition, the topic itself does not raise ethical concerns related to human or animal experimentation, and there are no conflicts of interest evident from the manuscript. Provided that proper attribution is maintained consistently and any required declarations are included by the authors, the manuscript appears to meet standard ethical requirements for scholarly publication.
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