EDITORIAL COMMENTS FORM 

	EDITORIAL COMMENT’S on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to editor’s comments

	 1)  The authors should indicate the country/region of investigation in Material and Methods

2) Table 1 how many soft drinks were analyzed: aerated and not aerated: two and two? If so, the authors should mark each separately but not repeat the titles (aerated, not aerated) in the Table.
What were the differences between similar samples provide the reasons, if any.
	The country/region of investigation has now been clearly specified in the Materials and Methods section of the revised manuscript. All experiments and sample collections were conducted in India (Tamil Nadu region), and the text has been updated accordingly.
Yes, a total of four soft drinks were analyzed, comprising two aerated and two non-aerated samples. In the revised Table 1, each soft drink has now been clearly marked separately, while the category titles “aerated” and “non-aerated” have not been repeated, as suggested. The table has been modified to improve clarity and avoid redundancy.
Differences observed between similar samples (within aerated or non-aerated soft drinks) may be attributed to variation in formulation, including differences in sugar content, acidity (pH), type and concentration of additives, carbonation level, and processing methods used by different manufacturers. In addition, storage conditions and raw material quality may also contribute to minor variations among similar samples. These factors collectively account for the observed differences despite the samples belonging to the same category.
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