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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript presents important insights into the microbiological safety and physicochemical stability of a traditional Thai ready-to-eat (RTE) dessert, Cha Bang Ang, following retort processing at different sterilization temperatures. The study contributes valuable data to the scientific community by demonstrating that retort processing at Fo value of 3 effectively eliminates microbial contaminants while maintaining acceptable sensory and physical properties. As food safety remains a key public health concern, especially in the context of RTE products, these findings support the advancement of thermal processing techniques for safe, shelf-stable traditional foods. Moreover, the work highlights the potential for integrating traditional recipes into modern food processing systems, promoting both cultural preservation and innovation in food technology
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title Microbiological quality and physico-chemical evaluation of ready-to-eat (RTE) Thai dessert is generally appropriate, as it reflects the main focus of the study. However, it can be slightly refined for clarity and specificity.
Suggested alternative title
Microbiological and Physicochemical Assessment of a Retort-Processed Thai Ready-to-Eat Dessert: Cha Bang Ang
	

	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 is informative and provides a good overview of the aims, methods, and results. However, the following improvements are suggested:

Briefly mention the sensory evaluation results and whether the treated product was acceptable to consumers.

   State the significance of the findings (e.g., potential application for RTE food safety or shelf-life   

   improvement).
Clarification: Use consistent terminology — for instance, it refers to “ready-to-eat (RTE) but later uses “ready to drink (RTD)” in the keywords. If the product is a dessert, not a beverage, “RTD” should be removed.

Suggested sentence to add at the end: These findings suggest the feasibility of using retort processing to improve the shelf stability and safety of traditional Thai desserts without compromising quality.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears scientifically sound. The use of Fo value 3 for retort sterilization is appropriate, and the methodology follows standard microbiological and physicochemical evaluation techniques. However, more detail in the full text (e.g., sample size, statistical methods, and sensory panel design) would enhance scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited are relatively recent (most within the last 5–10 years), and they adequately support the background and methodology. However, a few additional references on retort processing of milk-based or dessert-type RTE products would strengthen the literature review.
	

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


	Generally yes, the English is understandable and mostly clear. However, there are occasional grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistencies that could be improved for better scholarly presentation.

Examples of improvement:

Change “this Cha Bang Ang was retorted... to “Cha Bang Ang was subjected to retort processing.Replace “retorted to Fo value of 3” with “retorted to achieve an Fo value of 3” for clarity.

A light professional English editing is recommended before final submission.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript provides valuable insights into the safe preparation and quality evaluation of a traditional Thai ready-to-eat dessert using modern retort processing techniques. The study is relevant for food scientists, product developers, and food safety regulators, especially in the context of extending the shelf life of culturally significant foods while maintaining their sensory and nutritional qualities. The inclusion of sensory evaluation, physicochemical measurements, and microbiological assessments makes the work comprehensive.

To further strengthen the manuscript, the authors are encouraged to provide more detailed methodology (e.g., sensory panel size and evaluation criteria), clarify terminology in the abstract and keywords, and refine the language for scholarly clarity. With minor revisions, this study could make a strong contribution to food processing and safety literature.
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