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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 contributes significantly to the field of natural antimicrobial agents. With the rise in antibiotic resistance, the investigation of botanical alternatives like Rosa indica is both timely and relevant. The study provides foundational in vitro data supporting the potential of rose petal extract against oral pathogens, suggesting possible applications in dental hygiene products. It adds to the growing body of knowledge encouraging the integration of traditional herbal remedies in modern clinical practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title accurately reflects the content and purpose of the manuscript. No changes necessary.
	

	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 gives a concise overview of the study, including background, methodology, and findings. However, it can be improved by including specific numerical results (e.g., zones of inhibition) and a clear conclusion statement about the significance of the findings.
Suggested edit:
 Add 1–2 sentences summarizing the quantitative results and explicitly state the implication of the findings (e.g., "The extract demonstrated significant antimicrobial activity, suggesting its potential for incorporation in oral healthcare formulations.")
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript appears scientifically sound. The methodology is clear, results are presented with appropriate figures, and conclusions are logically drawn. However, inclusion of controls and detailed statistical analysis (e.g., p-values) should be more emphasized in the results section.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references are adequate but mostly dated. Adding 2–3 more recent references (within the last 5 years) about herbal antimicrobials or rose petal extract would strengthen the context.
Suggested references:
Nampoothiri, M., et al. (2021). "Herbal Extracts and Oral Microbiome Modulation." Phytotherapy Research.
Smitha, K., et al. (2020). "Plant-Based Antimicrobials in Dentistry: A Review." Journal of Herbal Medicine.
	

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

	Generally yes. However, minor grammatical edits and syntax improvements are needed in some sections. For example, the introduction and discussion can be made more concise and free from repetition.


	

	Optional/General comments

	Consider adding a schematic or table summarizing the bacterial and fungal strains tested with results. Ensure that the figures are clear and appropriately labeled.
The study is scientifically valid and relevant. Minor improvements in language, addition of recent references, and more clarity in the abstract and results section would enhance its quality.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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