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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.


	This manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it provides novel insights into the chemical composition, antioxidant properties, and molecular docking interactions of Commiphora kerstingii essential oil. By combining GC-MS analysis, antioxidant assays, and in silico docking studies, the work bridges natural product chemistry with pharmacological potential, offering a multidisciplinary perspective. The identification of γ-muurolene as a promising bioactive compound contributes to the search for natural antioxidants and therapeutic leads, addressing the growing demand for safer, plant-based alternatives in drug discovery. Moreover, the findings serve as a valuable reference for further research on C. kerstingii and highlight the influence of environmental factors on essential oil composition, enriching the broader field of medicinal plant studies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title “GC-MS characterization, antioxidant activities and in silico docking studies of essential oil components of Commiphora kerstingii leaves” is generally suitable, as it clearly reflects the methods used (GC-MS, antioxidant assays, docking) and the subject (C. kerstingii essential oil).
	

	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 is fairly comprehensive as it covers the objectives, methodology (GC-MS, antioxidant assays, docking studies), key findings, and overall implications. However, a few refinements could make it more effective and aligned with standard scientific abstract structures:
1- While vitamin C is used as a control, it might help to explicitly mention that the essential oil showed moderate but promising activity compared to the standard.
2- Strengthen the closing by explicitly stating the potential applications (e.g., “These findings suggest the potential of C. kerstingii essential oil as a natural antioxidant source and a candidate for further pharmacological development”).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Based on the content, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and follows accepted methodologies for natural product research. The experimental design is appropriate, including GC–MS analysis for chemical profiling, DPPH and H₂O₂ scavenging assays for antioxidant evaluation, and molecular docking for exploring compound–protein interactions. The results are presented with supporting data (percentages, IC₅₀ values, docking scores), and the discussion links the findings with previous studies, which strengthens the validity of the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references included in the manuscript are generally adequate and relevant, covering essential oils, antioxidant activity, and molecular docking studies. They span both foundational works (e.g., Bakkali et al., 2008; Miguel, 2010) and more recent studies (2021–2025). This shows that the authors have incorporated current literature.
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is generally understandable and conveys the scientific content clearly, but it is not yet at the level of polished scholarly communication. The main issues are:

Consistency in terminology: At times, terms such as “extract” and “essential oil” are used interchangeably, which may confuse readers.

Formatting and style: Some sections mix tenses (past/present), and referencing style is slightly inconsistent.
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2:


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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