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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents an interesting investigation into the neuroprotective potential of Coccinia indica against Parkinson’s disease. The introduction clearly highlights the disease’s etiology and pathophysiology, but some sentences could be more concise for better readability. For instance, listing the causes of Parkinson’s disease could be streamlined, and the explanation of dopamine depletion and alpha-synuclein aggregation could be better integrated into the rationale for selecting molecular targets. Minor grammatical corrections, such as consistent capitalization of “Parkinson’s Disease,” would improve the manuscript’s professionalism.
The manuscript’s description of phytochemicals in Coccinia indica is informative, highlighting flavonoids, polyphenols, and triterpenoids. However, it could more explicitly link these compounds to the mechanisms relevant to PD, such as antioxidative and neuroprotective effects. Currently, the discussion of antioxidative properties is general; it would be helpful if the manuscript indicated how these properties might specifically influence the selected targets (dopamine receptor, muscarinic acetylcholine receptor, NMDA receptor).

The materials and methods section of the manuscript provides a basic overview of docking analysis, but it lacks critical details that would ensure reproducibility. Information such as the PDB IDs of the proteins, ligand preparation methods, docking grid parameters, and justification for choosing PyRx 0.8 and BIOVIA Discovery Studio would strengthen the manuscript’s methodological clarity. Additionally, specifying criteria for selecting the three receptors would make the study’s rationale more robust.

The results in the manuscript are presented clearly with binding affinity values for multiple phytoconstituents. However, the significance of these values could be better contextualized. For instance, comparing the binding affinities to known PD drugs or discussing specific interactions (hydrogen bonds, hydrophobic interactions, key residues) would provide a deeper understanding of the molecular mechanisms. Repetition of compound names across receptor results could be streamlined to improve readability.

Include some recently published books on neuroscience like ISBN: 9780443342028, ISBN:9819527899, ISBN: 9780443362941, doi.org/10.1201/9781003464648 & doi.org/10.1201/9781032620442 in your manuscript.

The conclusion of the manuscript suggests potential therapeutic use of Coccinia indica, but phrases like “might be taken in daily life” are overly speculative for a computational study. It would be more accurate to present these compounds as promising leads pending experimental validation. The mention of pharmacokinetic parameters is not supported with data in the manuscript, so either providing brief results or reframing the statement would increase credibility. Including a note on the limitations of in silico studies and the need for in vitro and in vivo confirmation would enhance the manuscript’s scientific rigor.

Minor grammatical and typographical issues are present throughout the manuscript. Examples include “its major causes Genetic Factors, Family history, Environmental Factors, Toxins and pesticides etc.” which could be rewritten as “its major causes include genetic factors, family history, environmental factors, toxins, and pesticides.” Consistency in terminology, punctuation, and formatting would make the manuscript more polished and professional.

Overall, the manuscript effectively conveys the study’s objective and findings, but it would benefit from improved clarity, precise language, contextualization of docking results, and careful editing. Strengthening the link between computational results and biological relevance, along with clearer methodological detail, would significantly enhance the impact of the manuscript.
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