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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	This manuscript addresses a significant and not properly explored aspect of antifungal drug discovery by combining Indonesian phytochemical diversity with structure-based docking of Candida albicans SAP2, a protease associated with virulence. In the context of rising resistance to conventional antifungals, it is clear that the translational potential of this study’s focus on natural product-based inhibition of virulence enzymes is strong. The study provides added value data through a combination of a validated flexible-pocket model with multi-replicate docking for reproducibility, hence enhancing methodological rigour compared to previous rigid-grid analyses. Its findings could guide future in vitro validation and molecular dynamics studies on natural SAP2 inhibitors.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is apt and suitable for the study. It clearly presents the study objectives.
	

	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 clear, well-organised, and summarises the methodology, results, and conclusion effectively and also presents the novelty of the paper. I would suggest the authors to include the information about the docking software used for flexible docking in the methodology section of the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and robust. The manuscript has a clear and well-defined flow. However, I have few suggestions:
1) The flexible docking strategy should be explained a little in detail and the differences between flexible docking and rigid docking should be highlighted more.

2) The binding free energies are relatively low for most of the compounds tested. Further validation using a known inhibitor could strengthen the paper. I would suggest you to look at the strategy emplyoed by the following manuscripts; 10.1109/AMATHE65477.2025.11081313, 10.1109/ICE63309.2025.10984096, 10.1109/InCoWoCo64194.2024.10863533
3) As the binding energies of most molecules are low, Multi-ligand simultaneous docking can be employed to improve the interaction between the phytochemicals and the target protein. Please refer to the following manuscripts. 10.1109/iBioMed62485.2024.10875829, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.phyplu.2025.100829, 10.1109/ICE63309.2025.10984324
4) Scientific names are not italicized. Please check the manuscript again for typographical errors.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Majority of the references are recent and relevant. You can include the references mentioned above.
10.1109/AMATHE65477.2025.11081313, 10.1109/ICE63309.2025.10984096, 10.1109/InCoWoCo64194.2024.10863533, 10.1109/iBioMed62485.2024.10875829, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.phyplu.2025.100829, 10.1109/ICE63309.2025.10984324
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear and grammatically correct scientific English. Sentence structures are well-balanced, and technical terminology aligns with the field.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I would suggest the authors to include some validation for the insilico results as insilico results are often not reliable. Also include the limitations of the current study.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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