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	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 emphasizes the therapeutic potential of Ageratum conyzoides leaf extract in treating pain and inflammation, validating its traditional use in herbal medicine. Through rat model experimentation, the study offers empirical support for the plant’s analgesic and anti-inflammatory effects, particularly at higher doses. Moreover, the research underscores the significance of ethnopharmacological practices in drug discovery and contemporary drug development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· Although the title "An Investigation of Analgesic and Anti-inflammatory Activity of Ageratum conyzoides Linn. Leaves" is rather obvious, it might need a slight refinement to make it more accurate, clear, and scientific.

· The title's species name is not formatted appropriately using standard binomial nomenclature. Ageratum conyzoides is the correct spelling, with the species name in lowercase and just the genus 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.


	Although the abstract of the article is comprehensive, the authors are requested to clarify the discrepancy regarding the 800 mg/kg dose mentioned in the abstract, as this dose is not reflected in the Materials and Methods section. If 800 mg/kg was not actually tested during the study, the abstract should be revised to accurately represent the doses used. Conversely, if 800 mg/kg was indeed tested, the corresponding methodology, results, and discussion should be appropriately included to maintain consistency and transparency throughout the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is correct scientifically.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent. In addition, the authors are requested to follow a consistent style.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The language in the excerpt is clear and mostly suitable for academic communication.
According to the journal's guidelines, the authors are requested to provide 4-8 key words.
	

	Optional/General comments


	In the second paragraph of the introduction, the statement “Consequently, it is crucial to formulate highly efficacious anti-hyperlipidemic agents” appears misaligned with the study’s focus on analgesic and anti-inflammatory activities of Ageratum conyzoides leaves. Unless a clear link between hyperlipidemia and inflammation or pain is established, this reference may confuse the reader and should be reconsidered or recontextualized to maintain coherence.

The introduction states that the study aims to validate Ageratum conyzoides as a plant-based therapeutic alternative with fewer side effects. However, the methods and results sections do not provide evidence of reduced side effects. Can the authors clarify whether side effect data were assessed in this study? If not, should the claim regarding fewer side effects be revised? 
Materials and Methods 

•
Can the authors provide a rationale for choosing 70% ethanol as the solvent for extracting compounds from Ageratum conyzoides?

•
Can the authors clarify why carrageenan was specifically chosen as the inducer of inflammation in this study? Since the authors mention its use to evaluate the analgesic activity in the “Evaluation of Anti-Inflammatory Activity” section, could they elaborate on how carrageenan-induced inflammation is particularly suited to assess the analgesic potential of Ageratum conyzoides extract in this context?

•
Can the authors clarify the discrepancy between the test group doses mentioned in the methodology (1000, 750, 500 mg/mg) and the actual doses reported in the results section (800, 400, 200)? Were the doses adjusted during the study, and if so, could the authors explain the rationale behind this change?

Results and Discussion

•
Could the authors clarify or correct the typographical error “ThThe” in the first line of the Results and Discussion section?

•
Could the authors explain the difference between the tail flick test timings listed in the methodology (0, 15, 30, 45, and 60 minutes) and the times shown in the results (0.5, 1, 2, and 4 hours)? What was the rationale for any modifications made to the time points during the experiment?

•
Please replace the word 'writing' with 'writhing' in the title of Group 5 in Table 2.

•
The Discussion section requires substantial improvement, as it currently lacks integration of relevant previous studies that either support or contradict the findings. It is predominantly a repetition of the results rather than a critical analysis or contextual interpretation. The authors should enrich this section by comparing their outcomes with existing literature, highlighting similarities, differences, and the possible reasons behind them to strengthen the scientific value of the study.

•
The authors are asked to provide an explanation for the disparity in the 800 mg/kg dosage that was noted in the discussion section.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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