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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.


	The manuscript is clear and well designed with molecular docking, anti-oxidant and anti-inflammatory studies and results are also convincingly supporting the therapeutic potential of the test extract. Altogether, the work is comprehensive and methodologically strong. 

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Insilico studies were included in the manuscript too. It will be good if the title also has the word “insilico or molecular docking”.  For example: Antioxidant, Anti-Inflammatory, and Insilico Molecular Docking evaluation of  ethanolic extract of Beta vulgaris in H₂O₂-Induced Oxidative Stress in HepG2 Cells.
	

	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.


	
Listing all ppm values makes the abstract heavy. Keep only major ones (2–3) or say “high levels” instead of numeric values.
 Minimise  list of identified compounds.
You can shorten:  “…with several major bioactive compounds identified, including Dauricine, Daidzein, Tangeretin, and Alpha-Tomatine.”
Instead of describing hydrogen bonds/hydrophobic interactions, summarize: “Docking revealed strong affinities with antioxidant and inflammatory targets.”

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The flow of the manuscript was well framed and organized. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some of the references included were very old. Kindly replace the following with new ones, atleast from  the year 2015 onwards.  
(Kujala, T. S.,   Lipinski, C.  Prieto, P.,  Rhee, S. G.,  Sanguinetti, M. C., Veber, D. F.,)
	

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


	Yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	 It is an impressive and thorough investigation into the Antioxidant and Anti-Inflammatory Potential of Beta vulgaris Ethanol Extract in H₂O₂-Induced Oxidative Stress in HepG2 Cells.  Below are my comments and suggestions for enhancing the quality and impact of the study:
1. In 2.1, In the identification of sample, authentication details were not provided.
2. In Table 1, under treatment protocol, H2O2 has been mentioned as H202. The abbreviations for HH200 to HH1000 were missing.
3. In 2.6, the purpose of assessing Peroxiredoxin (Prx) activity need to be mentioned.
4. In 2.10, the font sizes were different and in-silico, in-vitro and in-vivo always should be in italics.

5. In 2.11, “Docking poses were ranked according to Vina binding scores, with binding energies interpreted as follows: > −5.0 kcal/mol indicates weak or negligible interaction, −5.1 to −6.9 kcal/mol indicates moderate binding, and < −7.0 kcal/mol suggests strong binding affinity with potential biological relevance” – This data need to be mentioned under results. 

6. In Results, under GC-MS studies, peak area% was not mentioned.

7. After Table 8, the explanatory part was very clumpsy and not attractive. If possible, divide them into paragraphs.
Discussion:  

1.  Several sentences are very long, spiltting them would improve quality of the manuscript.

2. State whether the cytokines levels decreased to near normal or just significantly lower than indued.

3. Ensure consistent spacing around units.

4. Need some clarity on why Dauricine, Daidzein, Tangeretin etc., were chosen. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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