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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 (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 to the growing body of research on functional beverages and the use of edible flowers, particularly roses, as a source of bioactive compounds. The study provides valuable sensory and nutritional evaluation data on rose floral tea, highlighting varietal differences in antioxidant capacity, phenolic content, and consumer acceptability. The findings may benefit the food industry, herbal product developers, and nutritionists by offering evidence-based guidance for formulating rose-based beverages. Moreover, it adds to the understanding of phytochemical variations among rose varieties and their implications for product development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable. However, a slightly refined version, make it clearer and more concise
	

	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 comprehensive and outlines the objectives, methodology, and key findings. However, it contains some grammatical errors and repetitions. The sentences can be refined for clarity and conciseness
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and the methodology is appropriate. The results are well-presented with adequate tables.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are generally sufficient, with a good mix of recent sources (2022–2025). However:

· Some citations (e.g., Dan et al., 2015; Han et al., 2014) seem unrelated to the main study focus and might need replacement with more directly relevant literature.

· Ensure all references follow the same formatting style.


	

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


	The manuscript requires moderate language editing to improve grammar, syntax, and clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Avoid repetition of information in the Results and Discussion section.

· Ensure uniform units (e.g., mg/100 ml vs. mg/100 g) and clarify if fresh weight or dry weight is used.

· Correct “antioxident” to “antioxidant” in tables.

· Check formatting of tables to improve readability.

· The introduction is well-researched but could be slightly shortened to maintain reader engagement.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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