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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.


	Yes, this manuscript is highly relevant to the scientific community as it provides a timely and systematic comparison between natural and synthetic preservatives in agricultural products.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear. However, it does not specify that this is a literature review. Please see my suggestion.
“Natural versus Synthetic Preservatives in Agricultural Products: A Systematic Review of Efficacy, Safety, and Environmental Impact”
	

	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 quite clear, well-structured and aligned with the objectives. However, some improvements are required for better transparency, accuracy, and scientific rigor.
Suggestions :

1.Add Key Methodological Details (databases searched (e.g., PubMed, ScienceDirect)

time frame of included studies (2020–2025) total number of studies included.
2. Include  quantified outcomes possibly.
3.Remove slight repetition.

Merge the two last senteces into one concise concluding sentence. They partially repeat the same idea.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is in most cases scientifically sound in structure and intent. The manuscript presents a clearly defined objective, a sound systematic review methodology, and a logically structured scientific format. However:
-only 8 studies included, not enough;

- Magomya (2020), Bak et al. (2025) and EFSA (2025) are not directly comparable efficacy studies.

-No quantitative synthesis (No effect size comparison, standardized microbial reduction comparison (log CFU), meta-analysis, No heterogeneity analysis
-Environmental impact section ws weak (No lifecycle assessment cited, No environmental toxicology data provided, No quantitative evidence

-EFSA authorship formatting (EFSA is an institutional author. “et al.” is unnecessary.).
-Inconsistencies (Woo cited as 2023 in text but 2024 in references.

, duplicate references listed twice).
-The list of references follows an alphabetical order at the beginning, but toward the end, it becomes disorganized.
-There are many reference appearing twice in the reference list.
-Check minor spacing errors.
- Tighten the review to focus on direct comparisons, moderate health and environmental claims, and adopt a more balanced conclusion supported by higher-quality references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally recent (2020–2026) and thematically relevant, but it is not fully sufficient for a strong systematic review in a Q1/Q2 food science journal. For a systematic review, stronger reliance on high-impact, widely indexed journals is expected. A systematic review should anchor itself in authoritative reviews in addition to primary studies. They are:

- Insufficiently anchored in high-impact review journals

-Weak in regulatory toxicology backing

-Underdeveloped in environmental evidence

-Slightly imbalanced toward natural preservatives


	

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


	Yes, but it is not yet fully polished to the level expected for high-impact scholarly publication.
1.Repetition of: 

“Natural preservatives”

“Synthetic preservatives”

 “Shelf life extension”

“Microbial inhibition”

This creates stylistic heaviness and reduces sophistication. Use scholarly writing, variation.

2. Overstated claims. “Natural preservatives offer a safer alternative with fewer health risks.” Scholarly English favors:

“may”

“suggests”

“appears”

“is associated with”

“within regulatory limits”
3. Redundancy in Discussion Section. Currently, the language reads more descriptive than analytical. The Discussion repeatedly emphasizes the advantages of natural preservatives over synthetic ones, restates results rather than interpreting them, and revisits themes such as safety, clean-label demand, and environmental benefits without introducing additional evidence. Some conclusion-style statements also appear prematurely and are later repeated in the Conclusion. Overall, the section would benefit from consolidation and a more analytical, non-redundant structure.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript covers a relevant and timely topic and is generally well structured, but it needs clearer methodological justification, more balanced conclusions, and stronger evidence support to reach a high scholarly standard. With moderate revisions to improve rigor and neutrality, it could be suitable for publication in a mid-tier journal.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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