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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.


	Because it fills a substantial knowledge gap and offers fresh perspectives on the subject, this publication is extremely important to the scientific community. The results advance our knowledge of the underlying mechanisms, paving the way for further investigation and useful applications. Furthermore, depending on the situation, the study provides insightful information and viewpoints that could direct clinical treatment, innovation, or policy. This work has the potential to inspire more research and promote advancement in the field by expanding both theoretical and applied knowledge.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	is clear and descriptive, but it is a bit long and technical. Scientific titles work best when they are precise, concise, and highlight the main focus (computational approach, phytochemicals, wound healing).

Here are some alternative suggestions you could consider: if you want…

“In Silico Evaluation of Phytochemical Synergies from Medicinal Plants for Wound Repair”

“Computational Exploration of Phytochemical Interactions for Enhanced Wound Healing”
	

	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.


	Your abstract is already well-structured, clear, and comprehensive — it flows from background → rationale → methods → results → conclusion. It highlights both the traditional and modern perspectives, which is excellent. However, for journals, abstracts usually need to be concise, sharply focused, and within word limits (often 200–300 words). Yours is a bit dense and could be tightened for readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript seems to be methodologically sound and scientifically sound. The work uses suitable computational tools (molecular docking, synergy scoring, ADMET profiling, and molecular dynamics simulations), clearly identifies its goals, and interprets the findings in accordance with accepted scientific norms. It makes sense to combine classical knowledge with contemporary in silico techniques, and pertinent evidence backs this up. The scientific material is sound, logical, and makes a significant contribution to the body of knowledge already in existence, even though slight improvements in clarity and conciseness may make it even easier to read.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references included in the manuscript appear relevant and generally sufficient to support the study. However, for a stronger scientific foundation, it would be beneficial to ensure that more recent publications (from the last 5 years) are incorporated, especially in the areas of computational pharmacology, synergy scoring, and wound healing mechanisms of phytochemicals. While classical references on the traditional uses of Aloe vera, Plantago major, and Calendula officinalis are important, supplementing them with updated studies will highlight the novelty of this work and align it with current research trends.

Suggested areas for additional references: 1. Recent studies (2020–2024) on in silico synergy assessments in natural product research. 2. Latest research on wound healing activity of phytochemicals, especially terpenes and alkaloids. 3. Updated literature on molecular docking and dynamics in herbal drug discovery.


	

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


	The manuscript's overall linguistic quality is appropriate for academic discourse. The writing is understandable, coherent, and use suitable scientific language. The abstract, methodology, and results are presented with enough detail, and the arguments are presented rationally. Sometimes, though, lengthy and intricate phrases could be streamlined to improve readability and flow. The manuscript would become clearer and more impactful with minor grammatical and stylistic polishing (e.g., reducing duplication, assuring consistent verb tenses, and shortening background sentences).

	

	Optional/General comments

	The publication offers a fresh and useful strategy for evaluating synergistic phytochemical interactions for wound healing by fusing contemporary computational techniques with traditional medical expertise. The work is pertinent and current, particularly given the growing interest in in silico techniques and natural product-based therapies. Although the work exhibits scientific rigor and is well-structured, the article may need some minor language polishing to make it more clear and succinct. The scientific context will also be strengthened by adding more recent references (2020–2024). The impact of the text might also be increased by a brief explanation of the drawbacks of depending just on computational techniques and recommendations for further experimental validation. After a few minor edits, the work can be considered because it contributes significantly to the field overall.
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