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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 study showed that the quality of Centella asiatica tea (Peeruk) blended with ginger and green tea (Nutraceutical Beverages) produced herbal teas that were attractive to consumers and had nutritional benefits.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is correct but I suggest replacing “'Indian Pennywort, vernacular name”' with “'Centella asiatica”, the scientific name. 

Comparative Evaluation of Bioactive Potentials in Functional Tea Infusion of Fermented and Non-Fermented Centella asiatica Blended with Ginger and Green Tea
	

	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 comprehensive but the Study Design, and Place and Duration of Study can be removed in the abstract. These sub-sections can be added in the Material and Method section.
	.

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct.
The authors can correct minor errors and standardise the codes for different tea formulations. They are not the same in the materials and methods section as in the results section.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	80.95% of references were published before 2015
Authors may ensure that the majority of references are publications from 2015 onwards.

References must be presented in alphabetical order
	

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


	The language/English quality of the article is suitable for scholarly communications


	

	Optional/General comments


	The article can be published with the minor corrections suggested above.
Colour codes:

· Highlighted in red: text to be deleted

· Highlighted in yellow: text to be corrected or standardized

· Text in blue: my few minor additions

Recommendations to the authors:

(1) In the methodology sub-section, the authors indicated that the drying time was 24h while in the Materials and methods section, the authors indicated that the drying was done for 3-4 days: A confusion

(2) Scientific names should be noted in italics.

(3) In subsection 2.1: the authors should specify the country in which the samples were collected.

(4) In the materials and methods section, the authors did not show how they carried out the fermentation.

(5) In sections 2.3 and 2.4, the authors should show the difference between figures 1 and 2.

(6) In the material and methods section, the authors have presented codes made up of numbers and capital letters, but in the results section, they combine numbers and small letters: confusion

(7) In results section: 

a. Figures 3 and following have two titles: one in the figure area and the other below the graph.

b. The control formulations are coded differently on the figures compared to the Materials and methods section (see Table 1).

c. In Table 3, the controls are missing

(8) Standardize the formatting of the titles in general and the font (sometimes Arial, sometimes Time New Roman).

(9) In reference section, sort references alphabetically
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Yes; 
The study involved only plant materials (Centella asiatica, ginger, and green tea) and voluntary participation of semi-trained panelists for sensory evaluation. Ethical approval for conducting the sensory analysis was obtained from the Institutional Ethical Committee of the College of Food Technology, CAU, Imphal, Manipur. Informed consent was obtained from all panelists prior to participation
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