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	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 type of the beverage plays an important role in the food industry as it is the underutilized forest resource rich in the natural sugars and also serves as good resource as it contains good concentration of bioactive compounds.

This article highlights the contribution of the functional beverage by herbal fortification so as to enhance the sensory quality, its physio-chemical enhancement and its microbial quality. 

This helps us to know its storage behaviour under various conditions that supports its role in the food and neutraceutical industry 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Optimization and Shelf-Life Assessment of Ginger and Mint Fortified Non-Fermented RTS Beverage from Mahua (Madhuca indica) Flowers. 
This title mainly suits for it to becoming more impactful and interesting one 
	

	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.


	Yes, it looks very comprehensive but need some minute additions such as 
1. Mention number of replicates in ANOVA 
2. Mint at 12% enhances sensory quality”

3.  Again, compare mint vs ginger in conclusion
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Microbial Statement Contradiction (Serious Issue)

Samples were free from microbial contamination till three months”

But then reported. log 5.54 cfu/ml bacterial count. That is NOT contamination-free.

1.  Inconsistent pH Interpretation

             Greater deterioration at ambient conditions. But mint refrigerated pH dropped to 4.40 (lower than ambient 4.80). This contradicts your interpretation.

2.  Lack of Scientific Explanation in Discussion for e.g.

You describe results but do not explain:

                           Why reducing sugars decreased?

· (possible Maillard reaction, microbial metabolism, hydrolysis)

· Why pH decreased?

· (organic acid formation)

· Why mint improved shelf-life?

· (phenolic antimicrobial compounds like menthol)

Without explanation, it is descriptive, not analytical.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some old references are mentioned such as need to be replaced with latest ones such as 2020 onwards 
· 1962 (Hedge & Hofreiter)

· 1965 (Amerine)

· 1970 (Shrivastava)

· 1983 (Chand)
	

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


	Language quality looks sound 
	

	Optional/General comments


	In this review the study looks good and have a publication potential but it requires somehow a moderate revision to improve the scientific rigor, its consistency and clarity
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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