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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 makes a significant contribution to the study of medicinal plants by analyzing the phytochemical profile, basic nutrient content, and in-vitro antioxidant activity of Andrographis paniculata leaf extract in aqueous form. Given that this species has a strong presence in traditional medicine but remains underexplored in its aqueous form, the research highlights its nutritional and medicinal importance, especially for the development of natural antioxidants and nutraceuticals. The paper strengthens the existing data supporting the therapeutic relevance of A. paniculata and provides a foundation for future comparative solvent studies and formulation research.
	

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

	Yes,  title is appropriate, specific, and clearly reflects the scope of the study.
	

	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.

	Yes, The abstract gives concise details regarding the background, objectives, methodology, findings, and conclusions.

Suggestion: The abstract should succinctly indicate the concentration range of the samples utilized for antioxidant assays (for instance, 25–200 µg/mL) and reference the comparative standard (ascorbic acid) to ensure it is completely self-sufficient.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study's design and analyses are generally good from a scientific standpoint. The approach adheres to established and verified protocols (AOAC, Pearson, Harborne, etc.). The findings align with previous research, and the presentation skillfully incorporates pertinent literature.
Minor points: 
1) It is important to standardize units and certain symbols (such as °C and µg/mL).
2) For clarity, figures or tables might be formatted more effectively.
3) The scientific rigor might be strengthened by including a quick statistical test (such as an ANOVA or t-test) where comparisons are made.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are adequate and include both classical and recent works (up to 2024).
	

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

	Mostly, yes. However, there is still room for improvement.

	

	Optional/General comments

	1) The study is methodologically comprehensive and instructive.
2)  Although the data display in Tables 3–5 is well-structured, the column headers should contain units.
3) Clarity might be improved by including a visual depiction, such as a bar chart for antioxidant activity.
4)  There is a compelling case for aqueous extraction that is consistent with its historical medical applicability.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	There are no obvious ethical issues.
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