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	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 focuses on a rising and crucial area of research by analyzing the application of Pulsed Electric Field (PEF) technology for improving the yield, quality, and stability of essential oils. With the increasing global demand for sustainable, energy-efficient, and non-thermal processing technologies, this review provides essential insights into green extraction strategies that can aid the food, pharmaceutical, and cosmetic industries. The collection of mechanistic understanding, processing parameters, and application-oriented results makes the manuscript advantageous for researchers involved in food technology, phytochemistry, and process engineering.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is generally suitable as it clearly reflects the main focus of the manuscript, including the technology (Pulsed Electric Field), application (essential oil extraction), and key outcome parameters (yield, quality, and stability). It is informative, specific, and appropriate for a review article.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is generally extensive as it includes the background, the requirement for alternative extraction technologies, the basic principle of Pulsed Electric Field (PEF), and its function in increasing the yield and quality of essential oils. It also points out the advantages of PEF as a non-thermal and environmentally friendly technology, which is appropriate for a review article. However, some improvements are advised:
1. Include one clear concluding statement highlighting the overall significance or practical applicability of PEF in essential oil industries.

2. If available, briefly mention the typical range of improvement in extraction yield or quality parameters to strengthen the impact.

3. Add a short statement on industrial scalability or future research scope.

4. Remove any repetitive statements (e.g., repeated mention of combining mild heat with PEF).

5. Reduce excessive technical parameter details (such as detailed voltage ranges) to maintain abstract conciseness.

6. Correct minor grammatical issues and replace “Pulse Electric Field” with “Pulsed Electric Field.”


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically valid and generally consistent with the prevailing understanding of Pulsed Electric Field (PEF) technology and its applications in the extraction of essential oils. The elucidation of the electroporation mechanism, the enhancement of mass transfer, and the advantages of PEF as a non-thermal processing method are accurate and well-supported by the current literature. The discussion regarding the improvement in extraction efficiency, the preservation of heat-sensitive bioactive compounds, and the potential role in enhancing microbial safety is also scientifically sound. 

Nonetheless, it is recommended to provide minor scientific clarifications- 

The statement that essential oils are named due to their flammability should be corrected, as essential oils are named for the “essence” or characteristic aroma of the plants. 

Moreover, claims regarding improvements in stability should clarify whether they refer to chemical, oxidative, or storage stability. 

In conclusion, while no significant scientific inconsistencies were found, minor adjustments would enhance scientific accuracy.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
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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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