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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.


	Research on the extraction of active compounds from pomegranate peel has been extensive, utilizing innovative techniques such as microwave extraction, ultrasound extraction, and high-pressure liquid extraction methods. This study employed a conventional approach, specifically solvent extraction, while also varying temperature and pH levels. The advantage of this research lies in its comprehensive examination of how different types of solvents, combined with various pH levels and temperatures, can impact the quality of pomegranate peel extracts. However, this research cannot yet be considered optimization, as the statistical methods used have not determined the optimal conditions. To achieve true optimization, methods such as Response Surface Methodology (RSM), Taguchi methods, and others should be implemented.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is not suitable because the statistical method employed does not currently allow determination of the optimal conditions. A more fitting title could highlight the independent parameters utilized. For example: "Total Polyphenol Content, Anthocyanins, and Other Components of Pomegranate Peel Extract Prepared Using the Maceration Method with Variations in Solvent, pH, and Temperature."
	

	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 lacks a clear structure, missing both a background section and a methods section; it only contains the results. Furthermore, the English needs improvement.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In general, the research has described the correct scientific stages, but it may be necessary to write a more detailed method section that is consistent with the results and discussion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	While much of the literature is less than 10 years old, a significant portion is still older than 10 years. This may need to be reduced.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English content is presented in a scientific manner, with only about 15% requiring grammar corrections.
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