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	Comments of the Reviewers
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	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.
	The manuscript describes the development of a plant-based yogurt formulation. The incorporation of ragi and pea protein concentrate improved the product's physical and sensory properties. Furthermore, the product maintained satisfactory microbiological quality throughout 20 days of storage.
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	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO.
Delete the unnecessary formulation names and limit to 5 keywords.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO.
Provide a complete description of the methodology, including the source of the starter culture, the amount of pea protein concentrate used (if protein content was not determined, the amount added should be fixed), and the quantities of water, xanthan gum, pectin, and sugar in each formulation. The rationale for selecting each ingredient should be presented in the Discussion section rather than in the Materials and Methods.
For the sensory evaluation, samples should be coded with randomly assigned three-digit numbers to minimize bias. Specify the statistical software used for data processing.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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	· Figure 2 is unnecessary and repetitive to Table 2. Add statistical letters to values in Table 2.
· Provide the methods for shelf-life study e.g. which media and method for counting bacteria and mold.
· Total bacterial count and total mold count must be presented in one CFU/ml per sample (not all dilutions are reliable). If samples were diluted before plated, result is impossible to be reported as one digit number.
· Figure 2 is unnecessary because it presents the same data as Table 2. Add statistical significance letters to the values in Table 2 to facilitate comparison among treatments.
· Provide a detailed methodology for the shelf-life study, including the culture media, incubation conditions, and microbiological methods used for the enumeration of total bacteria and molds.
· Total bacterial count and total mold count should be reported as CFU/mL for each sample rather than for individual dilution levels. If serial dilutions were performed prior to plating, the microbial counts cannot reasonably be reported as single-digit values. Recalculate the counts using the appropriate dilution factor and report the final results as CFU/g (or log CFU/g, if applicable).
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