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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 MS explores the potential of phytoconstituents from traditional medicinal plants (e.g., Momordica charantia, Gymnema sylvestre) as antidiabetic agents through in silico molecular docking against key targets like alpha-glucosidase, PPAR-γ, and PPAR-δ. Such computational studies are valuable for identifying promising lead compounds from natural sources, especially given the rising global burden of Type 2 diabetes and the limitations of existing therapies (side effects, cost). The identification of flavonoids (Quercetin, Kaempferol, etc.) and Momordicoside 1 as multi-target or selective hits, combined with basic ADME profiling, provides a useful preliminary screening dataset. While purely computational, it contributes to the growing body of evidence supporting plant-derived molecules and can guide future experimental validation. Overall, it holds moderate relevance for phytochemistry and computer-aided drug design communities.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)-Clear and descriptive, but could specify "in silico" or "computational" for precision.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)-Comprehensive summary of methods/results, but some repetition with the main text and minor inconsistencies in compound naming/scores.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)-Relevant and useful.

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)-Sufficient and organized.

	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)-Clearly implied in the introduction.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3(Satisfactory)-Relevant but somewhat dated/repetitive; recent citations are present but could be expanded.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3(Satisfactory)-Appropriate (PyRx/AutoDock Vina, BIOVIA), but lacks critical details (exact PDB IDs, grid box coordinates, validation with known inhibitors, software versions).
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent) -N/A (computational study).

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3(Satisfactory)-Presented but with inconsistencies (e.g., tables, figure references).

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	2(Needs Improvement) -Mentioned but incomplete/missing in provided text; Table 2/3 have formatting issues and data gaps.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)-Relates findings to literature but overinterprets docking scores without sufficient caveats.

	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4(Good)-Supported by data, with appropriate call for validation.

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)-Well-discussed.

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)-Sufficient and mostly recent.

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory) -Understandable but has grammatical issues, awkward phrasing, and redundancies.

	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Mostly yes, but could be tightened.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO. Results show inconsistencies (e.g., docking scores, compound lists, table mismatches). Receptor preparation and validation steps are underspecified. Docking scores alone (e.g., -9.8 kcal/mol) are over-interpreted without MD simulation or experimental correlation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO.

	




Reviewer details:

B Naga Raju, Visveswarapura Institute of Pharmaceutical Sciences, India
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