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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 review provides a consolidated and structured overview of the traditional uses and scientifically documented biological activities of Malva sylvestris in dermatology, including eczema, wounds, burns, infections, and inflammatory skin disorders. Bringing together dispersed in-vitro, in-vivo, and limited clinical data in one manuscript is particularly valuable for researchers planning mechanistic or clinical studies.
  It highlights multiple pharmacological mechanisms—antibacterial, anti-inflammatory, antioxidant, and wound-healing—which supports the traditional uses of the plant and encourages further research.
  The presence of both experimental and animal studies offers a scientific basis that can help pave the way for controlled human trials.
  The manuscript also contributes to evaluating the safety and potential therapeutic role of the plant in integrative or experimental dermatology.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title, “Malva sylvestris L. application in dermatology,” is generally appropriate—concise, clear, and reflective of the manuscript content.
	

	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.

	Strengths:
· The abstract covers traditional uses, antibacterial activity, anti-inflammatory effects, potential cytotoxic properties, and dermatological indications.
· It mentions relevant clinical and experimental applications.
Suggested improvements:
· Clarify the type of evidence included (in-vitro, in-vivo, clinical) to give readers a clearer view of evidence strength.
· Add a brief statement about the limitations of existing studies or the need for future clinical research.
· Consider refining general expressions such as “eliminating toxins” into more scientific terminology.
· If safety or adverse effects were not discussed in the manuscript, the abstract should briefly note this as a knowledge gap.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	  The manuscript correctly describes key phytochemical constituents (flavonoids, anthocyanins, mucilage) and their known biological properties according to credible scientific sources.
  Experimental and animal studies indeed support wound-healing, antioxidant, and anti-inflammatory effects of M. sylvestris.
  Clinical evidence exists—for example, a trial in children with atopic dermatitis showed improvement with M. sylvestris cream.
  However, some human studies report limited or no significant benefit (e.g., studies on episiotomy wound healing). This variability should be acknowledged for scientific balance.
  Overall, the scientific basis is sound, but the discussion would benefit from addressing limitations and variability in clinical outcomes.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	  The manuscript uses a mixture of older and more recent references, which is generally acceptable for a phytomedicine review.
  However, adding more recent dermatology-focused or clinical studies on M. sylvestris would strengthen the review.
  Including literature on safety, skin irritation potential, and standardization of plant extracts would also improve completeness.
  Some highly relevant modern phytotherapy or dermatology reviews could be added to increase scientific depth.

	

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

	
  The English is understandable and generally conveys the scientific content effectively.
  Some expressions can be improved for precision (e.g., avoiding non-scientific phrases such as “eliminating toxins”).
  Minor grammatical and structural refinements would enhance clarity and readability.
  For an international scientific audience, reducing overly broad historical sections and focusing more on scientific evidence may create a more professional presentation.



	

	Optional/General comments

	

--
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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 here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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