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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.


	This study is of significant interest to the scientific community as it investigates a natural and accessible intervention, Aloe vera extract, against neurotoxicity induced by a relevant environmental pollutant metal, mercury. The study robustly integrates in vivo (behavioral and histological) and in silico (molecular docking and ADMET analysis) methodologies, providing a comprehensive mechanistic understanding of the observed neuroprotective effects. The results provide important preclinical evidence that may guide future research in developing adjuvant therapies based on natural products.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate for the research as it describes the study's content, the animal model (Wistar rats), the toxic agent (mercury chloride), and the intervention (ethanolic extract of Aloe vera).
	

	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 of the article is comprehensive. I do not suggest any improvements.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.


	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound in its design and methodologies. However, there is a significant scientific inaccuracy in the interpretation of one of the molecular docking targets.

The article identifies the protein with PDB ID 1bnd as a "hippocampal target." In reality, 1bnd is the structure of a heterodimer of Brain-Derived Neurotrophic Factor (BDNF) and Neurotrophin-3 (NT-3). It is not a specific hippocampal target but a neurotrophin that acts throughout the nervous system. The discussion of the docking results with 1bnd (Table 3) needs to be rewritten.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and mostly recent, including citations from 2024 and 2025.  

I suggest one additional reference only to strengthen the molecular docking section and the discussion on amino acid interactions: Kitchen, D. B., Decornez, H., Furr, J. R., & Bajorath, J. (2004). Docking and scoring in virtual screening for drug discovery: methods and applications. Nature reviews Drug discovery, 3(11), 935-949.
	

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


	The quality of the English is clear and appropriate. The main purpose is understandable.
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