Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Advances in Biology & Biotechnology 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JABB_151899

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Integrated Phytochemical Profiling, Biological Activities, and In-Silico Mechanistic Insights of Plumeria obtusa Pod Essential Oil

	Type of the Article
	Original Research Article


	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	Manuscript Title: “Integrated Phytochemical Profiling, Biological Activities, and In-Silico Mechanistic Insights of Plumeria obtusa Pod Essential Oil
The manuscript presents an integrated phytochemical, biological, and in-silico study of Plumeria obtusa pod essential oil and addresses a relatively underexplored plant part. While the work has scientific merit, key issues related to anticancer claims, mechanistic rationale, statistical analysis, and clarity must be addressed; therefore, Revision is recommended.

1. The in vitro cytotoxicity experiments were conducted only on HEK-293 normal human embryonic kidney cells. These results demonstrate biocompatibility and low toxicity, not anticancer efficacy. Therefore, claims of “anticancer activity” based on experimental data are not justified.

2. Anticancer potential is inferred solely from molecular docking, PASS prediction, and ADMET analyses. These are predictive tools and do not constitute biological validation. The manuscript should clearly distinguish between experimentally validated bioactivities and computational predictions.

3. The rationale for choosing E3 ubiquitin ligase PARKIN as an anticancer target is insufficiently explained. Since PARKIN is more commonly associated with Parkinson’s disease and mitochondrial quality control, stronger literature support is needed to justify its relevance in cancer pathways.

4. Docking scores in the range of −4 to −6 kcal/mol indicate moderate binding affinity. These values should not be overinterpreted as evidence of strong anticancer potential. The discussion and conclusions should be tempered accordingly.

5. Although p-values are mentioned, the manuscript does not specify the statistical tests used (e.g., ANOVA, Student’s t-test). Additionally, methods for IC₅₀ determination and statistical comparison with standards should be clearly stated.

6. The manuscript inconsistently refers to hydroxyl radical scavenging and hydrogen peroxide scavenging. Since H₂O₂ is not itself a hydroxyl radical, the terminology and mechanistic explanations should be corrected and standardized.

7. The manuscript contains grammatical errors, typographical mistakes, and repetitive phrasing. Thorough language editing is recommended to improve readability and scientific clarity.

8. Test samples are reported in µL/mL, whereas standards are sometimes reported in µg/mL. This complicates direct comparison. Units should be standardized or clearly justified (e.g., based on density).

9. Minor inconsistencies are present in reference formatting, journal titles, and DOI presentation. These should be corrected according to journal guidelines.

10. The conclusion overstates therapeutic and anticancer implications. It should focus on validated antioxidant and anti-inflammatory activities, while presenting anticancer relevance as preliminary and predictive.
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