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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.


	The study on Therapeutic potential of Camellia sinensis phytochemicals is a relevant subject in the present situation and the study applies molecular docking to assess interactions between phytochemicals EPigallocatechin Gallate (EGCG), Catechin, Epicatechin Gallate (ECG), Epicatechin (EC), Quercetin, and Kaempferol and five key oral biofilm-related proteins (LuxS, SpaP, FruA, GtfB ComD) and in addition oral biofilm related problems. The author of this article made a good attempt in addressing medical and public health issues and oral bio film related diseases that are plagued in the society. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of this article is appropriate and reflects the main contents of the manuscript; which is an important aspect while writing an article because the title should reflect the main theme of the article. 
	

	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 strength of the article lies in the abstract where the author made a good attempt in highlighting the growing problem oral biofilm diseases and the need for therapeutics so that the author could explain the exact research problem and the solutions thereon. At a nutshell the abstract has covered all the ingredients such as sample and sampling methods, analysis and discussions, findings and results including suggestions. This clearly shows that the author made a good attempt in touching all the major scientific aspects that are to be followed while presenting a research article – overall the abstract needs no change.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes,especially in field of oral health, micro biology and natural product research and finally drug discovery. This research article and the study thereon explores the therapeutic potential camellia sinesis (Green Tea), phytochemicals in inhabiting oral biofilm formation which is a major contributor to dental diseases that are wide spread universally and poses public health challenges especially in developing and under developed countries. In addition the author is able to put forth the advances in understanding of natural compounds like Green Tea in this aspect by analyzing the key bactorial problems involved in biofilm formation by providing valuable insides for drug design and preventive methods. 
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	Sufficient
	

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


	appropriate
	

	Optional/General comments


	The author/researcher should have taken more steps including preliminary experimental validation of Phytochemical protein interactions to strengthen computational findings; in addition the author/researcher should have considered expanding the docking study to include more proteins related to oral biofilm formation or bacterial virulence to broaden the scope and research of the problem. 
The author failed to explain the detailed assessment of the limitations of the research which is more important because every research article will have its own limitations beyond which the author/researcher can do anything.
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