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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.


	Antioxidant capability, anti-inflammatory activity, and biosafety of Nymphaea nouchali extract are investigated.
Its characterization displays unprecedented antioxidant and inflammatory characteristics along with its broad safety profile, bridging the conventional medical practice and modern-day pharmacoscientific understanding. Confirmation of its bioactive secondary metabolites, along with documentation of its non-toxicity even under high doses, marks the potential of the plant as a source of forthcoming drugs. This study provides an excellent basis for future explorations of botanical drugs for the management of inflammation and oxidative stress.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	 The title is appropriate and reflects the content of the manuscript. Also, I can recommend a better title such as: Phytochemical Characterization, Antioxidant and Anti-inflammatory Effects of Nymphaea nouchali: A Biosafety Substantiation 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.


	The abstract mentions the purpose, the approach, and key results well, and is good.  

 But there is an extremely minor correction:

Replace (anti-oxidancy) with (antioxidant activity) for proper terminology.

It is good to rewrite (about 50% of diclofenac) for better readability in this way: 

 for example, achieved 50% inhibition of the reference drug diclofenac.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. Overall, this article is scientifically consistent with current standards for phytochemical and preclinical research. The main conclusions are supported in the results section. The discussion properly interprets the findings within the context of existing literature and traditional usage, and provides a logical link between the laboratory data and potential therapeutic application. While the findings are scientifically sound, this study is limited to preclinical models. For maximum practical value, future work would be best to address the precise mechanisms of action, standardization of the herbal extracts, and potential clinical applications.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references supporting the manuscript on the biosafety, antioxidant, and anti-inflammatory properties of Nymphaea nouchali are sufficient and recent, and relevant.
 Well, it can be advisable to add some extra literature on clinical applications or pharmacokinetics of phytochemicals for a broader context, but anyway, it is sufficient.
	

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


	It is recommended to has a professional language editing service or review by a native English speaker for clarity and academic tone.


	

	Optional/General comments


	There are issues with how tables and figures are presented, which should be addressed before acceptance:
It would be better to add appropriate captions for figures and tables which enhance clarity and scientific precision.
Also, there are some issues related to some figures and tables in the manuscript which it should be considered. For example: Figure 4 does not display error bars or any indication of variability such as standard deviation or standard error. It is recommended to update the figure to include standard deviations to enhance the scientific robustness. Figure 5 lacks labels on the axis.
Additionally, overall, the tables are functional and useful, but adding items such as measures of variability, clarification of units, and presentation of statistical information would improve the interpretation of the data.
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