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	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 addresses the critical public health challenge of Candida infections and their resistance, which is often mediated by biofilms. Its primary importance lies in clearly distinguishing between direct antifungal activity (which was found to be weak) and anti-biofilm formation activity (which was potent). This study highlights that Curcuma longa tincture could be a valuable anti-virulence agent, targeting the formation of biofilms rather than just fungal viability. This opens a promising avenue for developing adjunctive therapies to prevent infections on medical devices or in high-risk patients.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable. It is concise and accurately reflects the study's scope (the specific agent, the target activity, and the organisms used).
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive and well-structured, effectively summarizing the key findings. The distinction between the high MIC/MCC values and the low MBIC50 values is clearly stated. No major additions are needed. For brevity, the authors could consider slightly shortening the 'Place and Duration of Study' section, as the level of detail provided (e.g., specific laboratory names) is not strictly necessary for an abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. The methodology is sound, and the experimental design is appropriate for the stated aims. The inclusion of HPLC-DAD characterization of the tincture adds significant scientific rigor and reproducibility. The conclusions drawn by the authors are well-supported by the presented data.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient, relevant, and include a good mix of both foundational and recent publications in the field.
	

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


	Yes, the language and English quality are suitable for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This is a valuable and well-conducted preliminary study. The authors are commended for the chemical characterization of their extract and for the insightful analysis comparing MIC and MBIC50. The key finding—that the tincture is far more potent at preventing biofilm formation than killing planktonic cells—is significant. For future work, it would be highly valuable to investigate if this tincture also has activity against mature, pre-formed biofilms, as this represents a more significant clinical challenge.
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