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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.


	The study is based on detailed FTIR characterization and antimicrobial assays on the essential oils of T. minuta to uncover its chemical and therapeutic properties. The oils of the flowers showed stronger O–H stretching bands linked to their potentially higher antimicrobial activity. The flowers exhibited better antifungal activity than the leaves. The paper is a good contribution to existing knowledge. It allows readers to rethink the perspective of the leaves exhibiting higher comparative activity than the flowers.  
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable for the content of the manuscript. It should be kept as it is
	

	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 is fine as it is. 
It sums up the findings of the study simply and concisely. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript looks scientifically correct based on the antimicrobial studies. 
Literature reports suggest that the essential oils of the leaves of T. minuta exhibit higher antifungal activity than those of the flowers (Gakuubi et al. 2016). This information makes it uncertain whether the conclusions of the flowers exhibiting higher activity (using FTIR results) should be accepted. However, it is possible that the plant species used to obtain the essential oils in this study may have higher accumulation of the same phytochemicals in the flowers than in the leaves. In which case, the results presented are scientifically correct. 

For future purposes, it would be better to confirm the chemical contents using two methods, due to the different perspectives it present compared to existing literature. Therefore, a recommendation for the author(s) may be to verify the active chemical contents of the leaves and flowers using DRIFTS, GC/MS and/or HPLC.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent. 
Additional references would boost the content of the paper.

Here are suggested references:

Coelho dos Santos et al. Systematic review and technological overview of the antimicrobial activity of T. minuta and future perspectives, J. Ethn. (2017), 208, 17, 8-15

Gakuubi et al. Bioactive properties of T. minuta essential oils: a review, A. J. Ess. Nat. Prod.. 2016, 4 (2), 27-36


	

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


	The language is suitable for scholarly communications. The author(s) communicated their thoughts properly. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper should be accepted for publication with corrections. In the introduction, the author(s) mentioned “establishing a scientific basis” for integrating the properties of T. minuta oils into textiles to expand their potential applications. I hoped to find a strong argument for the relationship between the therapeutic properties and applications to textile fabrics. It would be better to add substance to the subject area or delete it altogether.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No plagiarism suspected
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