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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 manuscript, focus on the optimization of an ash gourd and beetroot-based Ready-To-Serve (RTS) beverage, is important to the scientific community as it explores the development of novel functional beverages. It contributes to understanding how to utilize the combined nutritional and therapeutic properties of vegetables like ash gourd and beetroot to create value-added products. The research provides insights into standardizing such beverages and analyzing their physicochemical properties, which is crucial for food science and technology. Furthermore, the study highlights the potential for developing balanced and functional beverages with desirable quality attributes, addressing consumer acceptance and the need for healthier drink options
	



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
	Yes, the title "Study on optimization of Ash gourd and Beetroot-based Ready-To-Serve (RTS) beverage" is clear and appropriate for the study. It effectively communicates the core subject matter, which is the optimization of a beverage. The title also specifies the primary ingredients, ash gourd and beetroot, and the type of product being developed, a Ready-To-Serve (RTS) beverage
Rating: 4
	

	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
	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive. It effectively summarizes all critical aspects of the study, providing a clear overview for the reader.
Rating:3
Suggestions to Strengthen the Abstract 
Add Specific Nutritional/Therapeutic Details:
Briefly mention key properties, such as antioxidant activity of beetroot and medicinal benefits of ash gourd, to improve clarity and impact. 
Highlight Key Quantitative Results:
Emphasize the most significant findings, including the best-performing blend (T1–T5) or optimal values for major quality parameters. 
Clarify Optimization Criteria:
Clearly state how optimization was achieved (e.g., based on sensory evaluation, physicochemical properties, or both). 
Include Sensory Evaluation Insight:
Briefly indicate whether sensory evaluation was conducted and summarize key outcomes related to consumer acceptability. 
Improve Conciseness and Flow:
Streamline sentences and prioritize the most important results to enhance readability and coherence.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The keywords provided in the abstract are generally appropriate and useful, as they directly reflect the core components of the study. However, there are opportunities to enhance their effectiveness by adding more specific terms that capture the unique aspects of the research.
Suggestions for Keyword Improvement (Concise Version)
Include “Optimization”:
Add Optimization to highlight the study’s core objective and methodology. 
Add “Physicochemical Properties” or “Quality Attributes”:
Reflects the detailed analytical evaluation (pH, TSS, moisture, sugars). 
Incorporate “Functional Beverage” or “Nutritional Properties”:
Captures the health-oriented and value-added aspect of the developed RTS drink. 
Use “RTS Beverage” Instead of “Ready-To-Serve Beverage”:
The acronym is widely accepted and improves searchability.
Rating: 2



	

	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
	The background information provided in the paper's introduction is generally sufficient and well-organized, laying a solid foundation for the study's objectives. It effectively introduces the context of beverages, the specific ingredients used and the rationale behind developing a Ready-To-Serve (RTS) product.
Rating: 3
	

	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
	The research objectives of the paper are clearly stated within the abstract and further elaborated in the introduction, providing a direct and understandable purpose for the study.

Rating: 3
	

	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
	The literature review is relevant to the study's scope, providing foundational knowledge and supporting the chosen methodology. However, the mix of recent and older references indicates that while some current research is included, the review could be strengthened by a more comprehensive inclusion of the latest advancements and discussions in the field of functional beverages and ingredient utilization.
Rating: 2
	

	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
	The research methodology employed in the study appears largely appropriate for its stated objective of developing and evaluating a novel Ready-To-Serve (RTS) beverage from ash gourd and beetroot. The methods cover the essential steps from raw material preparation to physicochemical analysis of the final products, aligning well with typical food product development studies.
Rating: 3
	

	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
	There is no explicit mention of ethical issues or their addressal within the research methodology.
Rating: 3
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The results of the study on the optimization of ash gourd and beetroot-based Ready-To-Serve (RTS) beverage are presented with a good degree of clarity, utilizing both descriptive text and tabular formats to convey findings. 
Rating: 3
	

	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
	The tables and figures presented in the study are generally clear, highly relevant and necessary for effectively conveying the research findings on the physicochemical properties of ash gourd and beetroot-based Ready-To-Serve (RTS) beverages. They provide a structured and quantitative overview that complements the textual descriptions.
Rating: 3
	

	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
	Yes
Rating: 4
	

	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
	The conclusions presented in the study are generally supported by the data provided within the document, particularly concerning the physicochemical properties and the rationale for blending ash gourd and beetroot.
Rating: 3
	

	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
	The provided document does not explicitly include a dedicated section discussing the limitations of the study. However, it does offer a section on "Future Recommendations" which implicitly points to areas where the current study's scope might be limited or where further research is needed.
Rating: 3
	

	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
	The references cited in the document are both relevant to the topic of developing ash gourd and beetroot-based RTS beverages and appear to be sufficient in number to support the study's findings and methodology.
Rating: 3
	

	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
	Yes
Rating: 3
	



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.
	Suggestions to Strengthen the Abstract 
Add Specific Nutritional/Therapeutic Details:
Briefly mention key properties, such as antioxidant activity of beetroot and medicinal benefits of ash gourd, to improve clarity and impact. 
Highlight Key Quantitative Results:
Emphasize the most significant findings, including the best-performing blend (T1–T5) or optimal values for major quality parameters. 
Clarify Optimization Criteria:
Clearly state how optimization was achieved (e.g., based on sensory evaluation, physicochemical properties, or both). 
Include Sensory Evaluation Insight:
Briefly indicate whether sensory evaluation was conducted and summarize key outcomes related to consumer acceptability. 
Improve Conciseness and Flow:
Streamline sentences and prioritize the most important results to enhance readability and coherence.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
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