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	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.


	This manuscript actually has the potency to contribute for the scientific community, especially about the use of hibiscus petal natural extract in strawberry jam and the effects on its physicochemical properties, sensory quality, and shelf life. Unfortunately, it only provides the proximate analysis of hibiscus powder, not the jam, and does not emphasize the sodium benzoate’s role on its shelf life. With proper analysis and more clarification, this study may be able to provide more insights to the sensory quality and shelf life of strawberry jam.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I suggest that the hyphen in the word “physico-chemical” be removed.
	

	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 abstract requires revision. There are errors in the data presentation, and the conclusion does not clearly represent the findings. In particular, the conclusion mentions only “taste” and “health” claims, even though the later aspect was not evaluated in the study. Additionally, the product was monitored for 30 days, yet no information regarding shelf life is discussed. If the conclusion is left unchanged, it may lead to misinterpretation by readers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The data is good if analyzed correctly. However, the objectives, methods, analysis, discussion, and conclusion presented in this manuscript are unclear. With a major revision, including clearer objectives, rewritten content, corrected statistical analysis, deeper discussion, and emphasize the role of sodium benzoate, the manuscript could become acceptable.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most of the references are more than five years old, and some are over ten years old. I also found some references which validity is questionable because they either do not have a publication year or around 40 years old.
	

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


	The English is understandable, but it is not close to native speaker writing. This could reduce the quality of the publication even though the data is good. I suggest revising the manuscript to improve the grammar, sentence structure and especially the flow to make it more suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I suggest a major revision for the manuscript, including the clearer objectives of the study, data analysis, discussion, and conclusion.
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