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	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.


	The manuscript explores the pharmacophore evaluation of traditional medicinal plants using in silico approaches. While the topic is relevant to drug discovery, the study lacks proper validation, robust computational methodologies, and a comprehensive justification for the chosen methods. The manuscript requires substantial improvement in its scientific rigor, data validation, and clarity of results before it can be considered for publication.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is somewhat suitable but can be made more precise. Suggested alternative:
'In Silico Pharmacophore Profiling of Embelia ribes and Gloriosa superba for Potential Therapeutic Applications'.


	

	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 lacks clarity in methodological details and validation strategies.

· No mention of dataset sources and validation criteria.

· The conclusion overstates findings without proper validation.

· Suggestion: Include details on dataset sources and validation metrics used for pharmacophore analysis.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript has major scientific flaws that require correction:

Lack of Experimental Validation: The study relies purely on computational methods without experimental support.

Inadequate Justification for Methodology: The rationale behind choosing specific bioinformatics tools (SwissADME, Zinc Docking) is weak.

No Benchmarking Against Other Computational Methods: The performance of the chosen models should be compared with alternative approaches (e.g., molecular docking, machine learning).

Contradictory Findings: The study claims high bioavailability but does not verify these predictions with experimental data.

Statistical and Predictive Model Flaws: The paper does not provide statistical metrics to justify the results.

Suggestion: Strengthen the methodology section, provide justification for tool selection, and include additional validation techniques.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references need significant improvement:

· Many citations are outdated (e.g., references from 2005-2010 should be updated with recent studies).

· Some key references on computational pharmacophore modeling and bioavailability analysis are missing.

· The manuscript should cite recent literature (2020-2024) related to machine learning-based drug discovery.

· Suggestion: Incorporate at least 5-7 recent references on in silico pharmacophore modeling and ADME prediction.
	

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


	The language quality is moderate but requires improvement. The manuscript contains:

· Grammatical errors and awkward phrasing.

· Excessive redundancy in describing in silico methodologies.

· Lack of clarity in technical descriptions.

· Suggestion: A thorough English proofreading is necessary before publication


	

	Optional/General comments


	· The manuscript should include a discussion on the limitations of in silico approaches and suggest future experimental validation.

· Figures and tables should be properly labeled and referenced in the text.
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