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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 presents relevant experimental work and provides useful data on shelf-life characteristics. However, the study would benefit from improved clarity, stronger discussion, and better justification of the experimental design. Therefore, major revision is recommended before reconsideration for publication.
	














































PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-The title is clear, informative, and adequately reflects the content of the study
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-The abstract is generally clear and adequately summarizes the study. However, it could be improved by including more specific quantitative results and a clearer emphasis on the contribution of the study.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-The keywords are relevant to the study and do not require further revision.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-The background provides a general overview of the topic; however, it remains somewhat broad and descriptive. A more focused presentation with a clearer problem definition would improve this section.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-The objective of the study is stated, but it is rather generic. It could be improved by clearly defining the research gap and expected contribution of the study.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-The literature review is generally relevant; however, it would benefit from the inclusion of more recent studies. In addition, some statements require stronger support with appropriate references.The literature review is generally relevant; however, more recent references should be included. In particular, some statements in the first paragraph and in the description of natural extracts require additional citation support.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-The natural antioxidants (pomegranate rind extract and green tea extract) and also humectants are not sufficiently described. Their preparation method, source, or characterization should be clearly specified.
The rationale for selecting the concentrations of additives is not provided and should be justified with relevant literature.
The overall experimental design is understandable and follows a typical approach for shelf-life studies.
The analytical approach is generally adequate for a shelf-life study; however, the study would benefit from improved methodological detail and deeper interpretation of the results.
It is not clear whether the results are presented as mean ± SD or mean ± SE, and this should be clarified.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-No major ethical concerns were identified; however, inclusion of information regarding ethical approval or sourcing standards would strengthen transparency.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-The results are generally presented in a clear and organized manner and are consistent with the data provided in the tables. However, some interpretations are not sufficiently supported by references, particularly explanations related to pH changes and lipid oxidation. In addition, the results would benefit from more detailed discussion, especially regarding the functional properties of the additives used and the overall trends observed during storage. Including appropriate and more recent citations would further strengthen this section.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-The tables are relevant and contain useful data; however, some aspects could be improved for better clarity and interpretation. In particular, the absence of data for certain parameters (e.g., NP values) is not discussed in the text, which may affect the understanding of the results. Minor improvements in presentation and explanation would enhance readability.
It is not clear whether the results are presented as mean ± SD or mean ± SE, and this should be clarified.
The table format should be changed. It would be helpful for the authors to revise the tables by considering the formatting style of similar published studies.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3-The discussion relates the findings to existing literature; however, it remains somewhat descriptive. Some explanations—such as the role of polyphenols in lipid oxidation and the increase in pH—require stronger support with appropriate references. In addition, the functional role of humectants is not sufficiently explained. The potential effect of potassium sorbate on microbiological results is not discussed and should be considered as a possible confounding factor. Including more recent literature and providing a more critical interpretation would improve this section.
pH- The increase in pH is reported clearly; however, the explanation related to microbial activity and ammonia formation is not sufficiently supported by references. A more detailed and well-supported interpretation of pH changes during storage would improve this section.
TBARS-The TBARS results are clearly presented; however, the explanation of lipid oxidation mechanisms and the role of polyphenols requires stronger support with references. In addition, the relevance of the acceptable limit in relation to product quality could be discussed more clearly. 
Proximate composition-The proximate composition results are presented clearly; however, the role of humectants in influencing moisture and composition is not sufficiently explained. A clearer discussion of how different additives contributed to these changes would strengthen the interpretation.
TPC-The microbiological results are relevant; however, the interpretation should be made with caution. The potential influence of potassium sorbate on microbial counts is not discussed, and the absence of control data at the final storage point (NP) should be explained in the text. These factors may affect the interpretation of treatment effects.
Color-The colour results are clearly presented; however, the explanation of changes in L*, a*, and b* values would benefit from a more detailed discussion, particularly in relation to pigment oxidation and the influence of added extracts.
For all analysis-The differences between treatment groups are shown in the tables, but they are not always clearly discussed in the text. A more direct comparison among groups would make the results easier to interpret.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4-The conclusions are generally in line with the results and clearly summarize the main findings of the study. The identification of T4 as the best formulation is well supported by the data. However, some statements, particularly regarding the replacement of synthetic additives, seem somewhat too broad and could be expressed more cautiously. In addition, since T2 includes chemical humectants, grouping it together with T4 as a fully natural treatment may require clarification. Including a brief suggestion for further studies would also strengthen this section.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2-The limitations of the study are not clearly discussed. While the results are presented adequately, acknowledging factors such as the use of potassium sorbate and the limited characterization of additives would improve the scientific transparency of the study. The shelf-life limit is not clearly defined based on acceptability criteria
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3-The references are generally relevant; however, the manuscript would benefit from including more recent studies. In addition, some statements in the text would be better supported with additional citations.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3-The manuscript is generally understandable and follows a clear structure. However, minor language issues and typographical errors are present, and some sentences could be improved for better clarity and readability.
Some minor formatting issues are present throughout the manuscript, such as inconsistencies in spacing and italicization of author names. These should be carefully checked and corrected.
The reporting of P values could be improved. It is recommended to follow standard reporting guidelines (e.g., APA style), including the use of italicized and capitalized P and reporting exact P values instead of expressions such as p<0.01. For reference, see: https://www.journaljabb.com/index.php/JABB/about/submissions
The references are generally relevant, but there are several formatting inconsistencies (e.g., punctuation, spacing, and DOI style). It would be helpful to revise them according to the journal’s guidelines and ensure a consistent format throughout.
	





PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY
The abstract is generally clear and summarizes the study well; however, it could be improved by including more specific quantitative results and a clearer emphasis on the contribution of the study.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound; however, some aspects require clarification, particularly regarding methodological details, interpretation of results, and supporting references.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The manuscript would benefit from inclusion of more recent references (last 5–7 years) to better reflect current research developments.
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript deals with a relevant topic and provides useful experimental data on the use of natural additives in meat products. The study is generally well structured, and the results are presented in a clear and understandable way. Overall, it meets the basic expectations for this type of work.
there are several points that would benefit from improvement. The discussion tends to be more descriptive than analytical, and a deeper interpretation of the results—especially regarding oxidation mechanisms and antimicrobial effects—would strengthen the paper. Some methodological details, particularly about the natural additives, are not fully clear. In addition, the possible effect of potassium sorbate on microbiological results is not discussed, which could influence how those results are interpreted.
The conclusions are mostly in line with the findings, but a few statements seem a bit too broad and could be expressed more cautiously. It would also be helpful to include more recent references and briefly acknowledge the limitations of the study.
In general, the manuscript has potential, but it would benefit from a more careful revision before it can be considered for publication. I would recommend major revision.


	









PART  3: 
	

	
	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 details)

	






Reviewer details:
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