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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.

	The topic of the article is interesting and is good for scientific community. However, the manuscript content was too broad and less focus on the main idea of RTS beverage, beetroot and ashgourd. Although the manuscript title suggested a RTS beverage from beetroot and ashgourd, there was not any information that explained the characteristic(s) of this beverage.  
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	
3
It is better to write down full meaning of RTS
	


	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
	
1
The abstract showed experimental work rather than a review.
	


	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
1
No, the chosen keywords did not correlate with abstract, confusing.
	


	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
	
2
The background in the introduction was focused on fruit and vegetables consumption only. It did not have a clear link to RTS beverages. Why the article chose only RTS beverages?
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
1
There was not any objective(s) in the introduction.
	


	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	

2
It was not clear why RTS was under the heading of fruit juice types. Since all the other 4 fruit juice types can be included as RTS. The RTS should be categorized as different grouping with non-ready to drink beverage. 
The subtitle 3 ‘Key ingredients ….’ should be modified.
Tables 1 and 2 should be chemical properties/characteristics?
Subchapter 4, authors should add information for mixed beverages of beetroot and ashgourd.
The subheading of 5.1.1. was not appropriate, since there was 5.1.2.
Subchapter 5 was too broad, it did not mention at all about beetroot and ashgourd beverage.
Subchapter 6, what was the juice that was explained? Was it beetroot and ashgourd?

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
2
Most of the literature reviews were not recent one.
	


	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
	
2
	

	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
	
2
	

	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

	
2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
1
The conclusion did not reflect the article content. 
The conclusion is slightly too long with some contents should be moved into the content of literature review. 

	

	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
	
2
	

	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
	
2
Authors need to add more recent references in the article.
	


	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
In some sentences, authors need to check the proper use of comma and full stop.
	




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.
	
Acceptable with correction as above 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
No. The abstract was too broad and had less correlation with the title. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The manuscript content was scientifically acceptable, but it was too broad comparing to the title. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
No, please add more recent literature reviews. 
	

	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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