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	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.


	This manuscript introduces a novel Anxiety Chamber, offering a cost-effective and reproducible preclinical model for screening anxiolytic agents, which is a significant advancement for behavioral pharmacology. By demonstrating the anxiolytic potential of essential oils (Eucalyptus, Rosemary, and Lemongrass) through behavioral and FTIR analysis, it contributes to the growing interest in natural, safer alternatives to conventional anxiolytics like benzodiazepines. The study’s validation of aromatherapy’s efficacy, particularly the rosemary-dominant formulation, provides a foundation for further translational research into complementary anxiety treatments. Its interdisciplinary approach, combining apparatus innovation with phytochemistry, enhances its relevance to both neuropharmacology and integrative medicine.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "Design and Evaluation of a Novel Anxiety Chamber for Screening Anxiolytic Activity Using Aromatherapy in Rodents," is generally appropriate as it clearly conveys the study’s focus on a new experimental model (Anxiety Chamber) and its application in evaluating aromatherapy for anxiolytic effects in rodents. However, it could be streamlined for conciseness and clarity to better appeal to a broader scientific audience. The phrase "Using Aromatherapy in Rodents" might be slightly not clear, as it could imply aromatherapy is applied to rodents rather than tested for anxiolytic effects.


	

	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.


	The abstract is well-structured and provides a clear overview of the study’s background, objective, methods, results, and conclusion. It effectively summarizes the design of the Anxiety Chamber, the use of essential oils, the behavioral outcomes, and the FTIR analysis, while highlighting the rosemary-dominant formulation’s superior efficacy. However, there are a few areas where improvements could enhance clarity and comprehensiveness:

Suggestions for Improvement:

1. Addition of Specificity in Methods: The abstract could briefly mention the species used (Swiss albino mice) to clarify the animal model, as this is a critical detail for behavioral studies.

2. Clarify FTIR Role: The abstract mentions FTIR analysis but does not explicitly state that it was used to confirm bioactive constituents linked to anxiolytic effects. A brief phrase like “FTIR analysis identified anxiolytic phytoconstituents” would strengthen this point.

3. Quantify Results More Clearly: While the abstract provides specific time values (e.g., 38 sec, 173 sec, 188 sec), it could benefit from stating statistical significance (e.g., “significantly increased time, p < 0.05”) to emphasize the robustness of the findings.

4. Streamline Conclusion: The conclusion could be more concise by combining the validation of the chamber and the efficacy of aromatherapy into one sentence, avoiding redundancy.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound, with a well-designed experimental setup, clear methodology, and robust statistical analysis. Key points supporting its scientific correctness include:

1. Apparatus Design: The Anxiety Chamber is a novel and logical adaptation of existing behavioral models, using light and sound as aversive stimuli to induce anxiety-like behavior, which aligns with established rodent models like the light-dark box.

2. Behavioral Assessment: The use of time spent in the anxiety-inducing chamber as a primary measure of anxiolytic activity is consistent with standard behavioral pharmacology paradigms. The comparison with diazepam as a positive control strengthens the study’s validity.

3. FTIR Analysis: The identification of phytoconstituents (e.g., 1,8-cineole, camphor, citral) via FTIR spectroscopy and their correlation with anxiolytic properties is scientifically grounded, supported by references to prior studies.

4. Statistical Analysis: The use of one-way ANOVA with Tukey’s post hoc test is appropriate for comparing multiple groups, and the reported p-value (< 0.05) indicates statistical rigor.

Minor Concerns:
· Control Group Clarity: The manuscript could clarify whether the Control group was exposed to any aromatherapy or vehicle, as this could affect baseline behavior. The description suggests they were not exposed to aversive stimuli, but explicit clarification would strengthen the methodology.

· Mechanistic Insight: While the study correlates phytoconstituents with anxiolytic effects, it lacks direct neurochemical or molecular evidence (e.g., GABA receptor binding assays). The authors acknowledge this limitation by suggesting future neurochemical studies, which is appropriate.

· Time Interval Consistency: The manuscript states the total evaluation time was 5 minutes, yet data are reported at intervals up to 120 minutes. This discrepancy needs clarification to ensure the methodology is accurately described.

Conclusion: The manuscript is scientifically correct, with minor clarifications needed regarding the control group and evaluation timeline.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is comprehensive, covering key studies on anxiety disorders, aromatherapy, essential oils, and their phytoconstituents. Most references are relatively recent (2010–2025), with a mix of preclinical and clinical studies, which supports the manuscript’s relevance.
	

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


	The language and English quality of the manuscript are generally suitable for scholarly communication, with clear and professional writing throughout. The text is well-organized, with logical flow across sections (Abstract, Introduction, Methods, Results, Discussion, Conclusion). Technical terms are used appropriately, and the manuscript adheres to scientific writing conventions.

Suggestions for Improvement:
· Proofread for minor typos and grammatical errors (e.g., “REFRENCES” to “References”).

· Simplify long sentences and standardize terminology (e.g., use “essential oils” consistently).

· Ensure consistency in formatting references, as some citations (e.g., Solon IG, et al., 2025) include DOIs, while others do not.

Conclusion: The English quality is suitable for scholarly communication, with minor revisions needed for grammatical accuracy, sentence clarity, and terminology consistency.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is a valuable contribution to behavioral pharmacology and integrative medicine, introducing a novel Anxiety Chamber and demonstrating the anxiolytic potential of essential oils. The title is appropriate but could be streamlined for clarity. The abstract is comprehensive, though minor additions (e.g., species, statistical significance) would enhance it. The study is scientifically correct, with robust methodology and analysis, though clarifications on the control group and evaluation timeline are needed. The references are sufficient and recent, but additional citations on mechanisms and delivery methods could strengthen the discussion. The language is suitable for scholarly communication, with minor revisions needed for grammar and consistency. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	N.A
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