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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.


	The manuscript addresses an urgent global problem — antimicrobial resistance — and explores how three widely used medicinal plants (Tulsi, Garlic, Turmeric) might contribute natural antimicrobial agents or adjuvants. WHO and other agencies consider AMR a top global health threat; connecting traditional botanicals to AMR mitigation is therefore valuable

The review compiles phytochemistry and pharmacology in one place and could be a useful resource for researchers new to the topic, clinicians curious about phytotherapeutics, and for designing follow-up preclinical/clinical studies. .

However, to be maximally useful to the scientific community the manuscript must add reproducible literature-search methods, be clearer about levels of evidence (in vitro vs animal vs clinical), and discuss safety, standardization, and regulatory limitations. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, but it can be tightened to be more precise and concise. Suggested alternatives:

“Natural antimicrobials against drug resistance: Pharmacological insights into tulsi (Ocimum), garlic (Allium sativum) and turmeric (Curcuma longa).”

“Tulsi, garlic and turmeric as natural antimicrobials: mechanisms, evidence, and limitations.”

(Either is fine; keep scientific names consistent.)
	

	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 plants’ main activities but does not state the search strategy or the evidence level (e.g., mainly in vitro studies, some animal studies, few clinical trials). Please add one sentence stating the review type (narrative/systematic), databases searched (if any), and the timeframe. 

Suggest explicitly noting limitations (heterogeneity of extracts, variability in preparations, limited high-quality clinical data). 

Consider adding 1–2 specific, evidence-based statements (e.g., that most antimicrobial evidence is preclinical and that clinical evidence is limited) rather than general statements.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall: the pharmacological descriptions are broadly accurate and consistent with the literature, but several important issues need attention:

Methods transparency: there is no methods/search strategy section. For a review the authors should state databases searched, keywords, inclusion/exclusion criteria, and dates. This improves reproducibility and editorial assessment. .

Levels of evidence: many claims (e.g., “direct antibacterial action”, “clinical efficacy”) are presented without distinguishing in vitro vs animal vs clinical results. Ask authors to label evidence strength (preclinical vs clinical) and include MIC/MBC data or at least report representative quantitative results where possible. 

Mechanistic claims: where molecular mechanisms are proposed (e.g., allicin modifying thiol groups, curcumin affecting NF-κB), cite primary mechanistic studies and indicate whether mechanisms were shown in microbial systems or host cells. .

Nomenclature/taxonomy: update family assignment for garlic (modern APG places Allium in Amaryllidaceae subfamily Allioideae; older sources use Alliaceae). Similarly clarify accepted binomial for Tulsi (commonly treated as Ocimum tenuiflorum = Ocimum sanctum). See authoritative sources. 

Safety and interactions: add a section on known adverse effects and drug interactions (e.g., garlic’s antiplatelet effects and potential interactions with anticoagulants). The current manuscript mentions cardiovascular benefits but neglects contraindications. .
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites many useful older reviews and primary studies, but I recommend the authors update/add recent high-quality reviews and primary studies (2022–2025) on:

curcumin’s antimicrobial and antibiofilm activity and synergy with antibiotics, including recent studies on synergy and photodynamic uses. (examples: curcumin-antibacterial reviews and 2024–2025 studies)

garlic organosulfur compounds and recent antibacterial/clinical data (multiple 2023–2025 reviews exist).

updated Tulsi (Ocimum) reviews (2023–2024) summarising antibacterial and clinical evidence

Also, some references in the manuscript have inconsistent formatting or missing DOIs (fix format and provide DOIs where possible)
	

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


	The manuscript is readable but contains grammatical errors, inconsistent tense, and some awkward phrasing. I recommend professional language editing (many journals require this before acceptance). Examples: several sentences run long and could be tightened; tables and captions need consistent labels. .
	

	Optional/General comments


	Add a methods section that explains literature search and selection (databases, search terms, dates). That will make the review reproducible. .

Distinguish evidence levels in each subsection: create separate sub-subsections “In vitro data”, “Animal studies”, “Clinical trials / human data”, and “Mechanistic insights”. This makes the reader’s takeaways clearer. .

Quantitative data: wherever possible include MIC/MBC, doses used in animal studies, and clinical trial sample sizes, endpoints, and effect sizes.

Safety / dosing / standardization: add a dedicated section discussing toxicology, interactions (e.g., garlic + anticoagulants), extract standardization (curcumin formulations, bioavailability enhancers like piperine), and regulatory status. .

Discuss limitations & future directions: e.g., risk of PAINS/assay interference with curcumin (curcumin is known to give misleading signals in some assays — authors should acknowledge this and recommend orthogonal validation). Consider recommending assays that reduce artifacts (biofilm models, animal infection models, and well-controlled clinical trials)

Minor formatting: the phytochemical tables list “Structure” but no structures are shown; either add structural images or remove the column. Fix molecular weight / formula consistency. 
— the manuscript is scientifically interesting and potentially publishable after the major revisions suggested above
Overall recommendation: Major revision (address methods, evidence level, references, safety, language).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	I saw no human subject data or animal experiments reported in this review, so no immediate ethical approvals are required; however, if any clinical trials are discussed the authors should clearly report ethical approvals and trial registration numbers. Also ask the authors to include a funding statement and more detailed conflicts of interest if relevant.
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