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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.


	The research suffers from a lack of originality, as the idea of ​​using aloe vera extract against neurotoxicity is not new.

The experimental design is limited by a small sample size and a lack of details about dosages and preparation methods.

The results of the histological analysis and docking lack precision and methodology, with errors in the selection of target proteins and interpretation of the results.
The conclusions are exaggerated compared to the size of the data, diminishing the true scientific value of the article.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is long and linguistically complex, but it accurately conveys the content of the research.

It would be better to simplify it to be clearer and more streamlined, such as:

"Neuroprotective Effects of Ethanolic Extract of Aloe Vera on Mercury-Induced Damage in Rat Amygdala and Hippocampus: Histological and Docking Study."
	

	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 not comprehensive enough. It needs to add details on the methodology and statistical analysis, and remove redundant statements.

The Y-maze results and the proteins targeted in molecular docking should also be clarified to make the abstract more accurate and scientifically robust.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates originality in its integration of animal experiments with molecular analysis to explore the neuroprotective effects of Aloe vera against mercury toxicity. The methodology is well-organized, covering behavioral, histological, and computational aspects with scientific rigor. The results are supported by up-to-date literature and demonstrate logical consistency between in vitro experiments and computational analysis. 
However, the manuscript needs to condense the discussion and clarify the relationship between in vivo and in silico results more clearly to strengthen the scientific conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The bibliography is sufficient and diverse, including sources up to 2024, reflecting a good understanding of the current literature.

However, there are some duplications of topics and outdated references that could be dispensed with (e.g., studies from 2005 and 2008). 
It would be preferable to supplement it with more recent (2024–2025) sources on molecular docking validation and oxidative neurotoxicity of mercury. It is also recommended to include a recent review or research paper from Q1 journals on the association between Aloe vera and neurooxidative stress markers to support the mechanistic aspect of the study.

	

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


	The language is understandable but needs improvement in academic formulation, as it contains inaccurate structures and minor grammatical errors. 
	Professional proofreading is recommended to make the text more fluent and suitable for scholarly publication.

	Optional/General comments


	-
The introduction contains rich information but is not sufficiently focused on the current research. It is recommended to shorten it, focus on the scientific gap, clarify the hypothesis, and enhance the citation of recent references to ensure the appropriate scholarly style for academic publications.

-
The method is generally clear and organized, with the basic tools and materials used listed. However, some steps require more detailed explanations, such as dosages, time intervals, and sample counts, to facilitate experimental replication. The scientific method is appropriate, with variables, control methods, and replication clearly stated, and subheadings used to enhance the sequencing. It is also recommended to cite sources when quoting approved methods to ensure the reliability and professionalism of the procedures.

-
The references used in the research are good in terms of scientific coverage and the up-to-date nature of most of them, especially recent studies between 2020 and 2024 related to neurotoxicity, antioxidants, and plant extracts. However, there are some older sources (such as 2005–2008) that could be replaced or updated with more recent references to enhance the research. Furthermore, there is a variety of citation styles, so it is preferable to standardize them according to the journal's guidelines and add DOIs or links to electronic sources when available. Overall, the references are supportive and appropriate, but with some improvements, their quality could be further enhanced.

Tables should be organized more clearly, their number reduced to avoid duplication, and their arrangement in a logical sequence consistent with the research text. The quality of the images should be improved and made clearer to directly support the results. Titles and a brief description should be added to each table and image to increase the clarity of the information and make it easier for the reader to understand.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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