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 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the 

manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is 
mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback 
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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

Abstract 
For sensory quality the CF2 formulation .... recast 
standard procedures.... which standard methodology is it AACC? plz indicate 
conclusion: 1st letter upper case 
has found greatest in all formulations.... recast 
hibicus.... wrong spelling 
Introduction 
preserves.........preservative 
Materials and methods 
(50 C) ......incorrect 
Table titles comes before table plz. 
Also footnotes are of smaller font size and your footnote has so much description. 
please reduce and move some to sentences. 
 *CF- Cookie formulation.... unacceptable. 
your table is unnecessary wide. reduce size.  
please discuss your table very well and make mention of it in the discussions. 
Materials and methods: .......unacceptable. plz give it a new sub title like statistical evaluation 
There was unnecessary spacing of the formulas and their letter connotations. it’s too much of redundancies since you’re not the one who 
discovered the formula. 
reproduce them finely and neatly in a tabular form or shorter form not more than 1 page. because several researchers have used them and 
it becomes unnecessary to state them completely 
orbital shaker () for 2 hrs. ...what’s the closed bracket for? 
REMI cooling centrifuge) ...remove 
vitamin c .... upper case 
at 20˳ C for color ...incorrect 
C=(c×V)/m... use equation editor. 
Where,   C= total content .... unnecessary spacing 
Anthocyanin’s were extracted ...lie and centre 
NaNO2 solution ...incorrect 
five minutes, 10% AlCl3 .......incorrect time and formula expressions 
95C for 90 min.......so many errors in writing time and degree? 
95C for 90 min....wrong title.... change title 
was detected significantly increased in... incorrect grammar 
moisture content of regular cookies (2.5-3%) ......compared your answer to regular cookies but gave one reference? why/how? 
table must be in same page or next page once a reader is referred to it. e.g. table 2, 3 
We have found ......change to "our findings showed 
Authors have to add recommendations 
Figure 1 and figure 2 should be plotted or placed side by side as figure 1 a & b. 
Too many tables......Shrink tables 1,2 and place in a page and repeat same for 3 & 4. 
References need total overhaul...e. g ref 6 is abbreviated and Author having 1? why is ref 5 written in entirely different way? 
ref 13 was named twice? ref 14 incorrectly cited, give source. what is n doing in ref 15? why is doi in ref 2 separated? did you copy and 
pasted it? 
ref 3 has no journal title? in ref 1 and ref 4 you cited the journal volume and issue numbers differently? 
overall poor punctuations on the references. You must be consistent and use any of Refworks, endnote, mendeley or Ms word reference. 
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