Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Annual Research & Review in Biology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_ARRB_142739

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Rose and Hibiscus tea infused floral tea standardization cum characterization for its sensory and nutritional attributes.

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	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.


	The comparison of various hibiscus teas is relevant in promoting health and wellbeing through natural means. The study supports this with its antioxidant and physicochemical properties evaluation. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. The study does not fully standardize or characterize the formulations. A more appropriate title may be:

Sensory and Nutritional Characterization of Rose and Hibiscus Infused Floral Tea


	

	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 entire abstract needs to be rewritten. In the description of the methods in the abstract, it should follow the chronological order they were performed. Statistical analysis is supposed to come after describing the methods used for assays done not before. Also, you mentioned the assays done like antioxidant, total phenolics etc… without stating the methods used in the assays. In the results, you should compare the various properties examined more properly. The current comparison needs to be updated. Also, where did “Sample E” come from? The research analyzed 1o different samples of teas tagged T1-T10. You need to clarify what it is as it is not captured properly. The conclusion part of the abstract also deviated from the aim of the study. How is the acceptability score calculated and is that the aim of the research? It should emphasize the major results from the physicochemical, antioxidant and other assays carried out in the research instead of acceptability. The flow has to be relatable. I have left more comments in the original article. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
Yes, it just needs to be better prepared and structured. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No. For an original research, the author still needs to review more published articles and compare their findings with already published research. The introduction also needs to be improved. More research needs to be done to improve the references and the number of cited papers. 
	

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


	There are lots of grammatical errors and typos in the paper. I have identified them and noted so in the manuscript. 
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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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