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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.
	This review addresses a genuine problem: functional foods are treated as a single category, even though the evidence for cardiometabolic claims, cancer-prevention claims, and microbiome-related claims differs greatly in quality. The manuscript clearly separates biomarker-level evidence from evidence of actual disease prevention, and evaluates whole, fortified, fermented foods and engineered delivery systems against a common evidentiary standard. The proposed framework (Matrix–Mechanism–Measurement–Market, Section 8) is a practical contribution, useful for guiding future study design and substantiating health claims. The manuscript is relevant and timely for this volume.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	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 comprehensive, but very dense (over 300 words); it could be shortened by ~15-20%.
	

	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 and useful, but do not cover all the major themes of the paper (for example biofortification, personalised nutrition/3D printing, are missing, even though these have dedicated sections in the text).
	

	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
	5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4

The literature search methodology is described in detail (sources, time period, search strings, eligibility criteria), but the authors state that no counts of identified/included/excluded records were reported (no PRISMA-type screening log), which limits the possibility of exact replication.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	14. 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
	4
The language is precise and the terminology is accurate, but the sentences are frequently very long, with multiple ideas linked by semicolons (e.g., Section 1), which makes reading somewhat more difficult.
	


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. The title accurately reflects the scope of the manuscript (disease-prevention evidence, emerging technologies, future perspectives) and matches the content delivered.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, the abstract is comprehensive and mirrors the structure of the paper (evidence synthesis, technology appraisal, translational framework). Suggestion for improvement: it is currently very dense (over 300 words) and could be shortened by about 15-20% for readability, with the search-period sentence potentially moved to the Methods section only.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The scientific content is accurate and consistent with the cited literature.
I recommend acceptance with minor revisions. The manuscript is well organised, critically argued and thoroughly referenced (49 sources), with a clear conceptual contribution (the Matrix-Mechanism-Measurement-Market framework in Section 8). Suggested minor revisions: (1) shorten the abstract for readability; (2) consider adding a simple schematic figure summarising the four-part framework, since the manuscript currently relies entirely on tables (5 tables, no figures); (3) some sentences in Sections 1 and 3 are very long and could be split for clarity.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The reference list is substantial and drawn largely from high-quality peer-reviewed journals. Almost half (24/49, 49%) are from 2020-2026. No improvement required.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO. This is a narrative literature review that does not report new primary human or animal data collected by the authors, no ethical issues were identified.
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