Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Archives of Current Research International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ACRI_142891

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Synergistic Stability and Bioavailability of Anthocyanin Complexes in Hibiscus-Fortified Orange Ready-to-Serve Beverages

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
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	Comments on the Submitted Manuscript:

 1. The drying temperature of Hibiscus sabdariffa (Karkadeh) was set at 60 °C for 1.5 hours, which is relatively high and may negatively affect the bioactive compounds and reduce their effectiveness. This point needs further clarification or justification.

 2. The author reported Table 1 for total polyphenol content, and also presented Figure 1 for the same data. It is redundant to keep both. The author should retain either the table or the figure, but not both.

 3. In section B B, the author stated that treatment T2 exhibited the highest antioxidant inhibitory activity. However, Table 2 shows that T3 had the highest inhibitory activity. This inconsistency should be carefully reviewed and corrected.

 4. The sensory evaluation lacks accuracy for the following reasons:

 • The acid value was equal for both treatments T2 and T3.

 • The titrable acidity values were very close between T2 and T3.

 • Therefore, it is unlikely that panelists could reliably distinguish between these two treatments in terms of sensory evaluation.

In summary, the manuscript has potential, but the above issues should be addressed carefully before it can be considered for publication.
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