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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 study explores the antibacterial and pH-modulating effects of neem (Azadirachta indica) and mint (Mentha spp.) leaves on salivary Streptococcus mutans viability — a bacterium closely linked to dental caries. Given the global rise of antimicrobial resistance and renewed interest in herbal therapeutics, this research provides useful evidence supporting traditional oral hygiene practices using natural agents. The study is modest in scale but contributes valuable in vivo data complementing existing in vitro studies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and informative.
It clearly states the two main variables (salivary pH and bacterial viability) and the study design (in vivo).
No change needed.
	

	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 summarizes the aim, methods, and findings well. However, it contains a few grammatical errors and missing parentheses (e.g., “p > 0.05.” should be corrected). And the abstract could briefly mention the sample size division (30 neem, 30 mint).
Suggested improvement: Refine grammar and specify sample grouping for clarity.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically valid but methodologically basic.

Strengths:

· Appropriate in vivo design and paired-sample analysis.

· Statistical testing is correctly used (Paired t-test).


 Weaknesses:

· No mention of randomization or blinding.

· Some inconsistencies in results (e.g., mint data written twice as “after chewing neem”).

· Need clearer distinction between S. mutans and S. aureus in the conclusion (likely a typo).
Overall, the data supports the stated objectives


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are sufficient and mostly recent (2020–2024) and relevant.
	

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


	The language is understandable but requires minor editing for grammar, redundancy, and flow.
Some repetition occurs (especially in Discussion and Results).
Suggestion: A light professional proofreading will improve clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	 The results are promising, but presentation in tables/figures could be clearer. Figures 1 and 2 need proper captions and higher resolution. Future studies should include plaque index and comparison with chlorhexidine as control.
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