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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.


	The manuscript is of great relevance, providing important data about a plant species that can be applied in disease treatments and that through such speculations can be the beginning of greater discoveries, as well as future in vivo tests.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, however the scientific name of the plant species must be in italics and should not be capitalized
	

	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, with a brief introduction followed by the objective, which, based on its results, should be reformulated, given that both qualitative and quantitative analyses were performed. It is also necessary to clarify the methods used for phytochemical analyses. Another detail is to mention that the DPPH antioxidant method revealed that activity is concentration-dependent. I consider this statement redundant, considering that this method, like others that use concentration variations, is already known, so this was not something that was "revealed" for the first time.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Introduction: The last two paragraphs are lengthy and need to be reorganized. Very long paragraphs are inappropriate in scientific writing.

Regarding the extract preparation, described in item 2.3, it is appropriate to include the yield and the mathematical formula applied to calculate this yield. Another important detail is to mention that the extract was obtained using a specific temperature and pressure... Was any equipment used, such as a rotary evaporator? If so, what brand and model? Remember, all methodology in a scientific article must be detailed so that it can be reproduced. What technique was used to prepare the extract? Maceration?

The quantification test for phenols, flavonoids, terpenoids, alkaloids, saponins, tannins, and steroids was not mentioned.

The results and discussions contain quantitative data, but statistical analysis is missing. Which compound was identified in the greatest quantity? Therefore, another question arises: were the tests performed in triplicate? The discussion was unclear as to whether the data provided in the literature corresponded to the same species studied in the study. Another point to note is that after the species name is cited, subsequent references should be abbreviated (A. nilotica).

Regarding the analysis of antioxidant activity, the linear regression data were missing, along with the equation of the line and the R coefficient.

The discussion of the antioxidant activity results reveals a lack of data in the literature, which is why the data found should be compared with what is already reported in the literature.

The quantitative data include standard deviations. What program was used to calculate them? The same applies to the quantification data for the metabolites. Another detail: calibration curves were generated for the synthetic standards, but the text does not include data on the curves, such as the equation of the lines, the coefficient of determination R, or the concentrations analyzed. It also does not include the EC50 results for the study of antioxidant activity, data that should always be presented in this type of study.

In summary, It is well-written, but it lacks some elements, already mentioned, that are relevant to this type of study. I recommend making the suggested adjustments. A relevant aspect that can be applied in future work is a similar study with other plant partitions, as well as providing details and comparative data, such as whether or not differences in abiotic factors alter metabolite variation. Performing statistical analysis with the application of mean tests makes the research even more robust.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	There are a good number of references, but more is needed in terms of discussion, methodology, and previous observations. It's worth noting that the work includes many current references.
	

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


	The writing is appropriate for scientific material and can be submitted to a scientific journal.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the article is well structured and the requested adjustments are necessary for publication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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