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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 work uses computational molecular docking analysis to examine the possible diabetogenic effects of the endocrine disrupting chemical 4-Nonylphenol (4-NP). The study investigates how 4-NP interacts with several proteins, such as ESR1, ESR2, GPER, INSR, IRS1, IRS2, PI3K, AKT, and GLUT-4, that are involved in the insulin and estrogen signaling pathways. The study adds to the expanding corpus of knowledge regarding endocrine disruptors and how they affect metabolic conditions like Type 2 Diabetes Mellitus (T2DM). The study offers initial insights that could direct additional experimental and toxicological research by identifying putative molecular targets and binding interactions. Overall, the study emphasizes how crucial it is to assess environmental chemicals for both their metabolic and reproductive toxicity.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes
	

	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.

	Make it clear that the study only uses in-silico molecular docking.
Add the quantity of target proteins that were examined.
Since the study is purely computational, refrain from making strong biological claims.
Give a brief description of the highest binding affinities found.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound in terms of computational methodology and conceptual framework. However, several improvements are recommended:  Some conclusions appear overstated, suggesting biological effects without experimental validation.Docking results alone cannot confirm functional disruption of signaling pathways.

	

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

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

	Common issues include:grammatical errors, inconsistent verb tenses, repetition of phrases
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No ethical issues are identified.
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