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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should 
write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 In the evaluation of the manuscript “Evaluation of quality assessment during storage of ready-to-serve 

(RTS) blended from papaya, ginger and honey”, I emphasize that in the introduction of the article it is not 

clear the objective and contribution of the authors. 

The methodology failed to mention references from the literature on which the methodology of the work was 

based. 

In item 2.5 Storage studies, there is no mention of the storage time and the intervals in which the experiments 

were carried out. Clarify why such specific temperatures (23.1-28.70 C) were used. Also in this item, describe 

the acceptance scale used. 

In the results, the authors mention statistical tests carried out, but do not specify whether the values presented 

are mean values and the standard deviation is also missing. Despite the text mentioning that there are 

differences found, it is not clear whether these differences are statistically significant. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 In general, the article describes an acceptance test of a prepared blended one, without highlighting its real 

contributions to the scientific literature. 
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PART  2:  
 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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