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	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.


	I see that this manuscript attempts to address an important therapeutic gap in osteosarcoma treatment by identifying natural MDM2 inhibitors using in-silico techniques. The study lacks a compelling biological rationale for prioritizing Allium sativum specifically for MDM2 inhibition. I also think the excessive reliance on docking scores and in-silico ADMET predictions without experimental corroboration limits the practical impact of the findings. The manuscript could be strengthened by critically comparing the identified compounds with existing MDM2 inhibitors beyond just doxorubicin.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is informative but too lengthy and somewhat presumptive. Phrases like “reveals promising drug candidates” imply clinical relevance, which is unsupported without experimental validation. I would suggest a more cautious and concise title:

Suggested Title:
“In-Silico Screening of Garlic-Derived Phytochemicals Targeting MDM2-p53 Interaction in Osteosarcoma”

	

	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 generally well-written but overly detailed and somewhat inflated. I think the inclusion of technical jargon (like “MM-GBSA” and specific kcal/mol values) makes it more suitable for a results section rather than an abstract. Also, while the results are summarized, the limitations are not acknowledged here. I recommend the authors briefly mention the lack of experimental validation and the computational nature of the study to temper reader expectations.

Suggested Edits:

· Remove specific docking scores from the abstract.

· Include a one-sentence acknowledgment of the need for in vitro/in vivo validation.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I find the manuscript scientifically plausible but methodologically shallow in key areas. The exclusive use of iGEMDock is problematic, as it’s less robust compared to widely accepted platforms like AutoDock Vina or Schrödinger Glide. Moreover, the authors did not perform molecular dynamics simulations to verify the stability of ligand binding over time, which is essential when proposing novel drug candidates.


Additionally:

· The ADMET evaluation is automated and lacks human scrutiny; some compounds clearly violate drug-likeness thresholds but are still retained in discussions.

· There is an overreliance on docking scores without proper validation of docking poses or ligand interactions through visualization or clustering techniques.

· Binding site prediction via CASTp alone is not ideal without corroboration from literature or co-crystallized ligands.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are a mix of standard and marginal sources. While some are up-to-date and appropriate (e.g., Nature Reviews Cancer), others come from lower-tier or regional journals that reduce the citation quality. I also noticed minimal referencing of in vitro or in vivo studies validating the anticancer effects of the lead compounds (e.g., gallic acid). Recent high-impact reviews on MDM2-p53-targeted therapies (from journals like Cancer Research, Oncogene, or Trends in Pharmacological Sciences) should have been included to give the discussion more credibility.
	

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


	While the language is generally understandable, I noticed inconsistent use of scientific tone. Some sentences are verbose and redundant, while others are overcompressed with excessive acronyms. The manuscript would benefit from substantial English polishing to improve readability and flow.
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