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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 presents the first comprehensive investigation of Volkameria inermis flower essential oil, addressing a significant research gap where previous studies focused mainly on leaves. By integrating in vitro bioassays with in silico molecular docking and ADMET studies, it provides a robust mechanistic basis for the observed antioxidant and anti-inflammatory activities. The identification of linalool, (E)-nerolidol, and fokienol as promising lead molecules with favorable pharmacokinetic profiles opens new avenues for natural product-based drug discovery against oxidative stress and inflammation-related disorders.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The title is clear, comprehensive, and appropriately reflects the study's content.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The abstract is highly comprehensive and well-structured. It succinctly covers all essential elements of the study
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The keywords are generally appropriate and useful, accurately reflecting the core themes of the manuscript.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The background information in the introduction is both sufficient and exceptionally well-organized.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The research objectives are clearly implied and well-understood throughout the manuscript, but they are not explicitly stated as a separate, formal hypothesis or aim statement at the end of the introduction.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The literature review is relevant and draws upon appropriate foundational studies
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The research methodology is highly appropriate and robustly designed for the stated objectives.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: N/A (Not Applicable)
The manuscript explicitly states under section 2.6 (or the dedicated "Ethical approval" section before the references): "Ethical approval: Not applicable."
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The results are presented with exceptional clarity and organization.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The tables and figures are exceptionally clear, highly relevant, and necessary for understanding the study.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The discussion effectively relates the study's findings to existing literature, but could be more deeply integrated with prior literature on comparable essential oils.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The conclusions are fully and directly supported by the data presented throughout the manuscript.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The manuscript does not explicitly discuss the limitations of the study, which is a notable weakness for an otherwise well-designed investigation.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The reference list is relevant, current, and sufficient for publication, but adding 5-10 more comparative studies on related essential oils would elevate it to excellent.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)

The manuscript is written in exceptionally clear, precise, and understandable scientific English.
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	suitable
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes (Comprehensive)
The abstract is comprehensive and well-structured.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes (Scientifically Correct)
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES (with minor qualification)
The references are sufficient and adequately recent for the scope of the study.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO
There are no ethical issues in this manuscript.
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