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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 is relevant to the scientific community as it investigates the pharmacokinetic and anticancer potential of phytochemicals derived from commonly consumed foods, spices, and herbs using in silico approaches. The integration of ADMET screening and molecular docking provides valuable insights into early-stage drug discovery and supports the identification of natural compounds with potential therapeutic applications. The study contributes to the growing interest in safer and more accessible anticancer agents derived from natural sources. Additionally, the findings may serve as a foundation for future experimental validation and translational research.
	





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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	N/A
	

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

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	





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.
	Yes.The title is clear, specific, and consistent with the scope of the manuscript. It adequately reflects the focus on pharmacokinetic and anticancer properties of ligands derived from foods, spices, and herbs, as well as the use of bioinformatics techniques.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.The abstract summarizes the background, methodology, principal findings, and conclusion in a coherent way. It clearly reports the number of ligands screened, the selection process, and the main compounds with promising docking performance. Minor language polishing could further improve readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	 Yes.The manuscript is scientifically sound within the framework of an in silico study. The use of SwissADME and SwissDock for ADMET screening and molecular docking is appropriate. The results are consistent with the methods applied. However, the study relies exclusively on computational approaches, and the lack of experimental validation (in vitro or in vivo) should be explicitly acknowledged as a limitation.
	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. Although the manuscript includes a substantial number of references, there are clear issues that need to be addressed. Some references are duplicated (e.g., repeated entries), formatting is inconsistent, and there is a lack of standardization across citations. Additionally, some references are not properly structured according to journal guidelines. The authors should carefully revise the reference list, remove duplications, ensure consistency, and verify that all in-text citations are correctly included.
	

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

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

	No. No ethical concerns were identified, as the study is entirely based on in silico computational methods and does not involve human or animal experimentation.
	








PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript is scientifically sound and presents relevant findings in the context of natural product-based anticancer research. The structure is clear and the methodology is appropriate for an in silico study.
However, improvements are required before publication. These include the addition of a clear limitations section, revision and standardization of the reference list, and correction of minor typographical and terminology inconsistencies. Addressing these issues will significantly enhance the clarity, rigor, and overall quality of the manuscript.

The manuscript presents a relevant and well-structured in silico investigation into the pharmacokinetic and anticancer potential of phytochemicals derived from commonly consumed foods and medicinal plants. The study applies appropriate computational tools (SwissADME and SwissDock), and the results are clearly presented and logically interpreted.
However, there are some concerns that should be addressed prior to publication. The manuscript lacks an explicit limitations section, particularly regarding the exclusive reliance on in silico approaches without experimental validation. Additionally, the reference list requires careful revision due to duplication, inconsistent formatting, and lack of standardization. Minor typographical and terminology inconsistencies were also identified throughout the text.
Furthermore, the quality of the figures should be improved. The current images appear to be screenshots, which reduces clarity and readability. It is recommended that the authors replace these with the original, high-resolution figures generated directly from the software to ensure better visualization and scientific presentation.
Overall, the manuscript demonstrates scientific merit and is suitable for publication after minor to moderate revisions.
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