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	PART  1: Review Comments



	Compulsory REVISION comments


	Reviewer’s comment
	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. Why do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The current manuscript deals with use of fruits other than grapes, and medicinal vegetables, in wine production. This study reported one of the rare researches related to producing of wine using date palm fruit. This paper focuses on creating a low-cost and home-manufactured product. It emphazises on the development of a land embedded wine with nutritive value that low-income earners can produce using a simple production techniques without artificial coloring and preservatives.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title may be rephrased as follows: “Development and characterization of value-added date palm wine (Phoenix dactylifera)” based on the manuscript’s content.
	

	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 needs more revisions. The authors should enrich it with more impacting results. The keywords must be revised. There are some similar keywords. e,g date palm and its scientific name Phoenix dactylifera have been considered as keywords. Moreover, the authors reported Saccharomyces Cerevisiae cerevisiae as another keyword. I don’t believe that the aim of the paper was to study this fermenting yeast.
	

	Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
	The structure and subsections of the manuscript seems appropriate at some extend.
	

	Please write a few sentences regarding the scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do you think that this manuscript is scientifically robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.
	This manuscript is scientifically and technically limited. There are many methodology flaws and missing, as well as some writing errors. The authors reported that 10 wine samples were developed. This is not correct. The formulations focused on 4 types of wine samples: Boiled date palm (triplicate), Unboiled date palm (triplicate), Unboiled Date+Ginger+Honey (triplicate) and Unboiled Date+Ginger+Honey+Turmeric (single). For example, what was the difference between PNR1, PNR2 and PNR3 samples? Also, the proportions of added Ginger, Honey and Turmeric were unprecised in the manuscript. Therefore, composition of wine samples need more details. 
The authors noted in the introduction that they aim to develop a local wine without adding of chemical preservatives. 
But, fig 1 shows that potassium metabisulphite was added in the must. 
Biochemical and sensory analyses need to be more detailed.

Moreover, they said in the abstract that storage studies were conducted under refrigeration for one month, but they didn’t report any result about this. 
The mean values are presented without standard deviations.
Some results are not technically attainable. How did the authors recorded 0°B as final total soluble solids contents in the fermented samples? This seems technically impossible given that there are many soluble substances in the fermented must such as organic acids, proteins, residual sugars, non fermented soluble sugars (cellobiose, trehalose),  vitamins etc. 
Moreover, amount of S. cerevisaea (1g/L) is not sufficient to achieve this result.
Some parts of the methodology are found in the result section.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.

-
	The references need to be refreshed. Some of them are out dated. Writing of the references should be uniform and formatted according to the journal guidelines.
I suggest the following reference: https://scirange.com/abstract/irjfn.2022.1.7
	

	Minor REVISION comments

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


	Please carefully check the language throughout the manuscript. There are some grammar and systematical errors.

	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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