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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and 

highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write 
his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

The manuscript draws attention to a study evaluating the effectiveness of commercially available gels on 
mouth ulcers caused by the etiological agent Streptococcus mutans. 

The sections of the manuscript are very well written, each respecting the drafting criteria. 
The Introduction section is impressive, in which the authors presented very well the condition 
produced by Streptococcus mutans. The forms of oral ulcer or aphthous stomatitis, the prevalence 
in the population, the factors that trigger this disease and the recommended treatment, are well 
highlighted in this section. 
The research methods are presented in detail. 
The results show that of the studied gels (SMYLE GEL, MUCOPAIN GEL, HIMALAYA HIORA-SG 
GEL, COLO MOUTH ULCER GEL and CURE NEXT GEL), the HIMALAYA HIORA-SG GEL has the best 
efficiency in treating and healing mouth ulcers. These results are well presented both in the table 
and in the figures in the manuscript. 
The discussions are relevant in comparing the results of the study with other reports in the field. 

In general, the manuscript provides a pleasant, easy reading, it is cursive and is of interest to specialists in 
the field of dentistry and even maxillofacial surgery. 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

  

Optional/General comments 
 

The language is appropriate   
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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