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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 addresses a highly relevant topic in food science and public health: the search for natural, effective, and safe alternatives to synthetic preservatives in highly perishable foods like minced meat. The study provides valuable experimental data on the efficacy of a locally sourced Origanum vulgare essential oil within a real food matrix under realistic storage conditions. Its findings support the "clean-label" trend and offer practical insights for the meat industry, especially in regions like North Africa. The discussion on technological challenges (volatility, sensory impact) and potential solutions (encapsulation, multi-hurdle approaches) adds significant applied value beyond basic efficacy reporting.
	

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

	Yes, the title is suitable, accurate, and clearly reflects the manuscript's content. It is concise and contains key search terms (e.g., Origanum vulgare, essential oil, antibacterial, minced meat).
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured. However, to enhance its impact, I suggest adding one sentence to briefly mention the key quantitative finding regarding bacterial reduction (e.g., "The treatment resulted in a reduction of more than [X]% in S. aureus counts after 48h compared to the control"). This would immediately highlight the practical significance of the results for the reader.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound. The methodology is appropriate, results are clearly presented and supported by figures/tables, and the discussion logically interprets the findings in light of existing literature. The link between chemical composition (carvacrol-rich chemotype) and the observed antibacterial effect is well-argued.
Minor Suggestion for Strengthening: While the sensory-guided selection of the applied concentration (0.1%) is a strength, the manuscript would benefit from briefly mentioning or including in supplementary material the in vitro Minimum Inhibitory Concentration (MIC) values of the tested oil against the target bacteria (especially S. aureus). This would provide a clearer baseline for understanding the "correction factor" needed for the food matrix and allow for better comparison with other studies. Adding a sentence in Section 2.4.2 or the Results would suffice (e.g., "The MIC of the oil against S. aureus was determined as Y μL/mL prior to food application").
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are generally sufficient and include key and recent reviews in the field. A few additional seminal or recent papers could be considered to strengthen specific points:
•	Regarding the mechanism of action of carvacrol/thymol, the classic paper by Ultee et al. (2002) (Applied and Environmental Microbiology) is already cited, which is excellent.
•	For the challenge of applying EOs in complex matrices, the review by Burt (2004) is appropriately cited as a cornerstone reference.
•	To update the perspective on delivery systems, consider citing: Donsì, F., & Ferrari, G. (2016). Essential oil nanoemulsions as antimicrobial agents in food. Journal of Biotechnology, 233, 106–120. (This complements Ref. 30-34).
•	Regarding multi-hurdle approaches in meat, the review by Ribeiro-Santos et al. (2017) (Trends in Food Science & Technology) is already included and is highly relevant. 
	

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

	

Yes, the language quality is very good. The manuscript is well-written, clear, and follows a standard academic structure. Only a few minor typographical errors were noted (e.g., "Origunam vulgare" in Table 1 header should be "Origanum vulgare"). A careful proofread is recommended before final publication.

	

	Optional/General comments

	
This is a well-executed and valuable study. The extension from the original journal article is evident and adds depth, particularly in the discussion of chemical composition, mechanisms, and industrial perspectives. The authors successfully demonstrate the potential of a natural preservative in a challenging food system. Addressing the minor suggestion about in vitro MIC data would further solidify the manuscript's methodological completeness. The manuscript is of high quality and nearly ready for publication. The suggested revisions (adding key quantitative result in abstract, mentioning in vitro MIC, minor proofreading) are straightforward and will enhance clarity and completeness without requiring major re-analysis or rewriting.


	



	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)
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