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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.

	For the scientific community, particularly in the areas of natural product research and oral healthcare, the manuscript "Estimation of Antibacterial Activity of Plant Extracts from Phyllanthus emblica, Terminalia chebula, and Eucalyptus globulus against Oral Pathogens" is extremely important. The investigation of plant-based substitutes presents a viable and long-term remedy for the growing antibiotic resistance among oral infections. This work supports the development of safer, natural treatments for treating oral infections by providing important insights into the antibacterial properties of commonly used medicinal herbs. Additionally, it promotes additional pharmacological and therapeutic studies of these plants, supporting international initiatives to lessen reliance on artificial antibiotics.
	

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

	Alternative Book Chapter Title:
"Comparative Study on the Antibacterial Effects of Phyllanthus emblica, Terminalia chebula, and Eucalyptus globulus against Common Oral Pathogens"
	

	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 author's abstract is fairly thorough and conveys the study's background, goal, methods, findings, and conclusion in an understandable manner. It could be more succinct, grammatically correct, and compliant with scientific abstract criteria with a few tweaks, though. My recommendations are as follows:

Suggestions for Improvement in the Abstract Section 1. Grammar and Typographical Corrections:
Correct “carries” to “caries.”
“terpinoids” should be “terpenoids.”
“The most susceptible bacteria was S. aureus” → should be “The most susceptible S. aureus.”
2.	Structural Improvements:
Think about dividing the abstract into several sections: Background, Methods, Results, and Include a succinct line at the end that highlights the significance for further study or clinical use.
3.	Repetition and Redundancy:
	The plant names are repeated multiple times, consider shortening or grouping them efficiently.
	It is more concise to combine the terms "tested for phytochemical compounds" and "qualitative phytochemical study" rather than using them individually.
4. Clarity and Flow:
The MIC method ('96-well turbidimetric method') might be unclear to general readers; using
'broth microdilution' may be more appropriate unless the research community is highly technical.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the approach and technique of the book chapter seem to be in line with science. It uses validated methods such as phytochemical screening, agar disc diffusion, and turbidimetric microdilution to determine the minimum inhibitory concentration (MIC) of plant extracts from Phyllanthus emblica, Terminalia chebula, and Eucalyptus globulus against oral infections. The study supports ongoing investigations on plant-based substitutes for synthetic antimicrobials. The quality of the work could be significantly improved by making small changes to the language, grammar, and clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Although the sources listed are usually pertinent, the manuscript's scientific foundation would be strengthened by including more recent research (published between 2018 and 2025). It is advised that the Introduction, Discussion, and Reference sections be updated with current research publications. There should be more references highlighting the antibacterial qualities of Terminalia chebula, Eucalyptus globulus, and Phyllanthus emblica, especially against oral infections like Staphylococcus aureus and Streptococcus mutans. The manuscript's relevance and credibility would be greatly increased by include review papers on plant-based antimicrobials in dental care, as well as recent in vitro and in vivo research.
	

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

	

Can be improved


	

	Optional/General comments

	
**** Correct typographical errors (e.g., “terpinoids” should be “terpenoids”).
**** Use consistent formatting for plant names (italicized and with correct capitalization).
**** Ensure all bacterial strain names are italicized and correctly formatted.
**** The author is requested to provide clear photographs of the zones of inhibition for each plant extract tested against oral pathogens, along with the corresponding statistical analysis (mean ± SD, p-values), to support the findings effectively.
	



	PART  2: 


	
	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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