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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.


	1. This manuscript provides valuable insights into the anticancer potential of Capparis decidua, an underexplored medicinal plant, by demonstrating its cytotoxic and antiangiogenic effects through a combination of in vitro, in vivo, and in silico approaches. 

2. The findings contribute to the growing body of evidence supporting the therapeutic use of plant-based compounds in complementary cancer treatment. 

3. By showing that C. decidua exhibits activity comparable to established chemotherapeutic agents like 5-fluorouracil, this study opens new avenues for natural product-based drug discovery. 

4. It holds significant importance for the scientific community interested in ethnopharmacology, oncology, and drug development from traditional medicinal resources.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 quite informative and well-structured, covering the following essential components:

· Background/Objective (importance of Capparis decidua in cancer research)

· Methods (MTT assay, CAM assay, molecular docking)

· Key Results (IC₅₀ value, antiangiogenic indices, docking scores)

· Conclusion (potential of C. decidua as a complementary cancer therapy)

Suggested Improvements:

1. Clarify the Research Gap:
Add one sentence early on about the lack of sufficient research on Capparis decidua in breast cancer models to set context.
2. Refine Numerical Data:
Instead of listing many values, summarize key findings (e.g., IC₅₀ = 1368 µg/mL, max antiangiogenic index = 62.5) to improve readability.

3. Focus on Key Outcomes:
Emphasize how the extract compares to standard drugs like 5-fluorouracil and Capecitabine to highlight relevance.

4. Add a Strong Concluding Sentence:
Suggest a clear direction for future research or application in therapy.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct overall, with well-structured experimentation and alignment of methods and results. 
1. Scientific Soundness:
· The use of in vitro (MTT assay), in vivo (CAM assay), and in silico (molecular docking) models makes the study methodologically robust.

· The interpretation of results is logical and supported by existing literature references.

2. Clear Dose-Response Relationship:
· Cytotoxicity and antiangiogenic activities are appropriately linked with concentration, showing biological relevance.

3. Docking Results are Appropriate:
· Binding affinities are well interpreted, and relevant targets (ER and MDM2) are selected appropriately for breast cancer.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript appear to be relevant and generally support the experimental findings. However, for a stronger scientific foundation, the following observations and suggestions are made:
Positive Aspects:

· Citations [25–32] indicate the use of prior research on herbal anticancer agents, Capparis species, and CAM assay, which are relevant to the study.

· The inclusion of docking studies and earlier reports on Capparis spinosa or similar plants strengthens the pharmacological background.

Areas for Improvement:

1. Recency of References:
Some references appear to be older than 5 years. For a modern context, including more recent (2020–2024) studies would increase the manuscript’s credibility.

2. Missing Key Literature:
There is room to cite additional recent peer-reviewed studies that focus on:

· Herbal compounds with ER/MDM2 interaction studies.

· New reports on Capparis decidua or related Capparis species in cancer models.

· Comparative antiangiogenic plant-based therapies using CAM assay.

Suggested Recent References (2020–2024):

1. Aggarwal et al., 2021 – Natural products targeting estrogen receptor in breast cancer
→ Supports molecular docking and ER target rationale.

2. Sharma et al., 2022 – CAM assay as a model for evaluating antiangiogenic potential of plant extracts
→ Reinforces in vivo methodology.

3. Alharbi et al., 2023 – Capparis species: Pharmacological and phytochemical review
→ Provides a comparative basis for Capparis decidua activity.

4. Zhou et al., 2020 – Targeting MDM2–p53 interaction with natural compounds in cancer therapy
→ Adds depth to the docking relevance.


	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication, but it would benefit from minor revisions for clarity, consistency, and precision.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a well-structured and scientifically grounded exploration of Capparis decidua as a potential natural therapeutic agent against breast cancer. The integrated approach—using in vitro (MTT assay), in vivo (CAM assay), and in silico (molecular docking)—adds robustness to the study. The results are promising and suggest that C. decidua possesses both cytotoxic and antiangiogenic properties comparable to standard chemotherapeutic agents like capecitabine and 5-fluorouracil.
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