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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 manuscript addresses a relevant and growing area of research functional food development using underutilized but nutrient-rich plant materials. Mulberry leaves are known for their high nutritional and medicinal value, yet their bitter taste limits consumer acceptability. The study effectively bridges this gap by developing a flavour-blended mulberry leaf powder (FBMLP) with improved sensory attributes and demonstrated storage stability. The findings contribute to the growing body of knowledge on value addition of non-traditional food sources, particularly in the context of herbal teas and functional beverages. Given the rising global interest in natural, plant-based health products, this work holds practical significance for food scientists, nutritionists, and entrepreneurs in the nutraceutical and food processing industries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title "DEVELOPMENT AND STORAGE STUDY OF FLAVOUR BLENDED MULBERRY LEAF POWDER" is appropriate, clear, and accurately reflects the scope and content of the study. It includes the key elements: development, flavour blending, and storage evaluation. No change is necessary.
	

	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 concise and covers the main objectives, methodology, key results, and conclusion. However, it could be slightly improved for clarity and completeness:

Suggestion 1: Specify the variety of mulberry used (Victory-1) in the abstract, as this adds precision.

Suggestion 2: Mention that sensory evaluation was performed by a semi-trained panel using a 20-point hedonic scale—this strengthens methodological transparency.

Suggestion 3: Clarify that "flavour blended" refers to the addition of ginger, cumin (jeera), and mint (pudina), which are not mentioned in the abstract but are central to the study.

Suggestion 4: The phrase “bacterial load remained very low” can be quantified slightly (e.g., “< 0.7 × 10⁵ cfu/g”) to enhance scientific rigor.

These minor additions would improve the abstract without exceeding word limits.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The methodology for processing mulberry leaves, formulation of flavour blends, sensory evaluation, and microbial analysis during storage is well described and appropriate. The experimental design includes a control and three treatment levels, with statistical analysis (F-test, SEM, CD) applied correctly. The conclusions are supported by the data presented in Tables 2 and 3. The interpretation of microbial stability and sensory acceptability is logical and consistent with the results. No major scientific inaccuracies were observed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient, relevant, and include key studies on mulberry leaf composition, herbal tea development, and shelf-life evaluation. Most citations are from reputable journals and are appropriately used to support the introduction and discussion.

However, the following suggestions can enhance the reference quality:

Include a recent review on herbal tea formulation and consumer trends (e.g., 2022–2023) to strengthen the background on the growing demand for functional beverages.

Suggested reference: Pandey, A., Mishra, S., & Datta, S. (2022). Herbal Teas as Functional Beverages: A Review on Bioactive Compounds and Health Benefits. Journal of Functional Foods, 90, 104958. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jff.2022.104958

Add a reference on antimicrobial properties of ginger, cumin, and mint, which would support the observed microbial stability in FBMLP.

Suggested reference: Burt, S. (2004). Essential oils: their antibacterial properties and possible applications in foods—a review. International Journal of Food Microbiology, 94(3), 223–253. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfoodmicro.2004.03.022

Update citation for Manikant et al. – The manuscript cites Manikant et al., 2022 in the text but lists it as 2023 in references. This should be corrected for consistency.
	

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


	The overall language is understandable and suitable for scholarly communication, but there are several grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and inconsistencies in terminology that need correction. Examples include:

“Serious Major revision” in the evaluation table (should be “Serious Major Revision”).

Inconsistent use of capitalization (e.g., “flavour” vs “Flavour”).

Typographical errors: “produ c t” → “product”, “0. 5 3” → “0.53”.

Redundant phrasing: “The results are align with study reported by…” should be “The results align with the study reported by…”

Use of passive voice and run-on sentences in the Introduction.

Recommendation: The manuscript would benefit from thorough language editing by a native English speaker or professional editing service to improve clarity, flow, and academic tone.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study is well-conducted and addresses a practical challenge in functional food development—improving palatability without compromising safety or nutritional value. The inclusion of sensory evaluation and microbial stability over 45 days adds practical value. However, the following improvements are recommended:

Define FBMLP at first use in the abstract.

Clarify whether the “4g mulberry leaf powder” used in sensory evaluation is the same as the final blended product or a base powder.

Include moisture content or water activity (a<sub>w</sub>) data, as these are critical for predicting microbial growth in stored powders.

Consider adding packaging details (e.g., PET container type, barrier properties) as they influence shelf life.

The figure (Fig 1) is referenced but not included; ensure it is uploaded in the final submission.

Standardize units (e.g., use “g” consistently, not “gm”).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues are identified. The study involves plant material (mulberry leaves) and sensory evaluation by human panelists. While the manuscript does not explicitly state ethical approval or informed consent for the sensory panel, such studies typically fall under exempt categories in agricultural/food science research, especially when panelists are semi-trained and not exposed to health risks. However, for transparency, the authors should briefly mention that informed consent was obtained and that the study adhered to institutional guidelines for human sensory testing.
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