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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	I have reviewed the manuscript titled "In Silico Pharmacophore Evaluation of Medicinal Plants of Chhattisgarh." This study emphasizes the potential of Traditional Plants of Medicinal Importance (TPMI), particularly in regions of developing countries (In this study, Chhattisgarh, India) where access to medical care and advanced technology is limited. While approximately 30% of known medicinal plant species have been evaluated, a vast majority remain unexplored. Furthermore, the extensive and costly nature of pharmacological assessments leads to the omission of many bioactive compounds. This challenge can be addressed through in silico tools, which enable the rapid screening of numerous compounds in seconds, significantly reducing time and costs. The study identifies caffeic acid, chlorogenic acid, cinnamic acid, o-coumaric acid, embelin, vanillic acid, colchicine, and colchicoside as potential bioactive compounds, along with key biological targets, including MMP-9, HCAR2, SLC22A3, and ALOX5. The findings suggest that these compounds may have relevance in treating physiological disorders such as papillary thyroid cancer and inflammatory diseases.

I believe this article has the potential to spark interest in further exploration of TPMI and attract researchers working on the mentioned molecular targets (including MMP-9, HCAR2, SLC22A3, and ALOX5) in the specified disorders (papillary thyroid cancer and inflammatory diseases), potentially contributing to the journal’s citation impact. If the manuscript is to be considered for publication, revisions are necessary.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I would suggest an alternative title that replaces the phrase "some important...plants" with the specific names of the two plants, as they are limited in number.
	

	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.


	In the second line/sentence of the abstract “The WHO estimates that around 30% of plant species have been utilized for medicinal purposes.”, I believe the author aims to highlight that only approximately 30% of plant species have been studied for their medicinal properties, leaving around 70% still unexplored. The sentence should be restructured to highlight the fact that a significant number of plant species remain unexplored.

In vitro evaluation is generally more reliable than in silico studies. Therefore, the sentence "This process is labor-intensive...development." (lines 5-7) should be revised to emphasize that the complexity and high costs of pharmacological assessment have led to the limited evaluation of many TPMI, restricting research to only a few plant species. However, in silico tools provide an effective alternative by enabling large-scale screening of plant constituents, helping to narrow down potential candidates for further study.

I believe the background information could be condensed, allowing for the inclusion of the study outcome related to druggability. 

The full form for the abbreviation "tPSA" should be provided. 

The last sentence, “The pharmacophore assessment ….. traditional medicinal plants.” creates ambiguity regarding the study’s objective—whether it focuses on the significance of in silico tools or on the screening and identification of novel compounds/unexplored plants using these tools.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I believe the manuscript is scientifically sound; however, the scope of the study appears to be limited.
Some terms might need to be corrected/rectified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I believe it is ok.
	

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


	It appears to be fine, however, I would also like to state that the entire manuscript may require some language/grammatical revisions for improved clarity and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	INTRODUCTION: 

The number of bioactive compounds mentioned from Embelia ribes and Gloriosa superba in the Abstract and the last second sentence of the the last paragraph of the Introduction section appears to be inconsistent.

MATERIALS AND METHODS: 

As previously mentioned, the number of bioactive compounds listed from Embelia ribes and Gloriosa superba in the Abstract, the last second sentence of the last paragraph of the Introduction section, and the "Selection of Bioactive Compounds" subsection in the Materials and Methods section appears to be inconsistent.

Table 1 on Lipinski’s Rule of Five may need revision. To the best of my knowledge, a compound that fails only one of Lipinski’s parameters can still be considered to have drug-like properties. Alternatively, a clarifying sentence could be added to rectify or clarify the information presented in the table. 

RESULT and DISCUSSION:

Table 2: Molecular Structure of Selected Bioactive Compounds – I recommend presenting the 2D chemical structures of the molecules using software such as ChemDraw.

The abbreviation and its full form, “NDA – No Data Available,” currently placed below Table 2, should be relocated to below Table 3 for better alignment with the relevant content.
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