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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	[bookmark: _Hlk170903434]
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 chapter addresses a timely and clinically relevant gap in contemporary periodontology by integrating ecological, immunological, and host-resolution frameworks that go well beyond conventional pathogen elimination. The synthesis of postbiotic science, complement inhibition, and pro-resolving mediator biology within a validated ecological disease model is both current and important for the field. The proposed clinical framework in Section 10, particularly the residual phenotype characterization and mechanism-matched adjunct selection, offers a practical translational contribution not commonly articulated in existing periodontal textbooks. The explicit emphasis on maintaining conventional therapy as the irreplaceable foundation, while responsibly positioning emerging adjuncts as investigational, reflects sound academic and clinical judgment.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
[Reviewer Name]

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The chapter is a narrative review without a formal systematic search strategy or risk-of-bias assessment. This is acknowledged in the Limitations section, which is appropriate, but the lack of a search protocol limits reproducibility. Rating reflects the format chosen rather than a deficiency per se.
	





PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback 


	Is the title of the article suitable?
YES. The title is accurate, descriptive, and well aligned with the chapter content. No changes recommended.
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO. No ethical issues were identified. This is a narrative review chapter with no human subjects, animal studies, or original data collection. No conflicts of interest are apparent from the content.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES, with revisions required. The foundational science is accurate. Key issues flagged in the annotated manuscript: (1) RANKL/OPG axis absent from bone loss discussion; (2) NLRP3 inflammasome not mentioned in Section 6.3; (3) tight-junction evidence extrapolated from intestinal models without clarification; (4) SPM families not individually named in Section 7; (5) Taskan et al. 2026 citation needs verification; (6) oral-gut transmission claim needs qualification.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	3
MOSTLY YES, with targeted improvements needed. Key gaps: (1) Taskan et al. 2026 citation carries unverified future date; (2) probiotics section needs at least one systematic review or meta-analysis; (3) biomarker section relies exclusively on narrative reviews and needs higher-grade evidence; (4) Hajishengallis 2015 is better placed in Sections 2 or 3 rather than Future Perspectives.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
N/A
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	YES. The abstract is comprehensive and well balanced. It correctly identifies the disease framework, the therapeutic shift, and the limitations of emerging approaches, with appropriate scientific hedging throughout.
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