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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 reviews Pulsed Electric Field (PEF) technology for enhancing the yield, quality, and stability of essential oils from various plants, addressing limitations of traditional methods like hydrodistillation and solvent extraction. It showcases PEF's electroporation mechanism, which can increase extraction yields (e.g., up to 3-fold in Marrubium vulgare and 56% in coriander seeds) while preserving bioactive compounds and reducing environmental impacts, such as CO2 emissions. The review also highlights PEF’s benefits in oil stability, antimicrobial properties, and phenolic content, offering sustainable solutions for industries like pharmaceuticals, cosmetics, and food preservation. This work supports green extraction technologies and aligns with global sustainability goals while paving the way for industrial adoption.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	No, the current title is not fully suitable, Grammatical and formatting errors, Lacks standard capitalization: Scientific titles typically use title case (e.g., "Enhancing the Yield, Quality, and Stability of Essential Oils Using Pulsed Electric Field (PEF): A Review")
A refined version: "Pulsed Electric Field (PEF)-Assisted Extraction: Enhancing Yield, Quality, and Stability of Essential Oils—A Review". This matches conventions in similar reviews on PEF for oils, improves searchability, and precisely reflects content on yields (e.g., up to 3x increase), quality (e.g., phenolics), and stability.
	

	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 not fully comprehensive and needs revisions for improved clarity, conciseness, and completeness. It omits key review aspects, including important factors affecting Pulsed Electric Field (PEF), such as field strength (12-45 kV/cm), a future outlook, and industrial implications that are discussed later in the document. Additionally, the length and flow of the abstract are problematic; it contains approximately 250 words and features awkward grammar (for example, "utilization of PEF in essential oil extraction, its effects on stability augmentation"). This exceeds the ideal length of 150-200 words for reviews.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	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?

	Many Grammatical corrections required
	

	Optional/General comments
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	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 detail)

No
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