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	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 present manuscript provides comprehensive insights into the morphological, anatomical, and phytochemical characteristics of Physalis angulata L., a species with significant ecological, medicinal, and pharmacological relevance. Such integrative characterization is crucial for accurate taxonomic identification, conservation planning, and for establishing a baseline for its potential biotechnological and pharmaceutical applications. By linking structural attributes with phytochemical profiles, this work contributes to the scientific understanding of plant functional traits and their implications for traditional medicine and modern drug discovery. Furthermore, the study offers valuable reference data that can support future comparative studies on related species within the genus Physalis.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The proposed title appears suitable; however, I would like to suggest an alternative that more accurately reflects the core concept of the manuscript. It is ‘A Multidimensional Characterization of Physalis angulata L.: Morphology, Anatomy, and Phytochemistry”
	

	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 thorough. However, I would like to modify the last sentence. “The current study confirms that P. angulata has nutritional and therapeutic potential” is fine, but you might make it stronger by tying it back to applications: 
“These findings confirm the nutritional and therapeutic potential of P. angulata and provide a reliable framework for its identification, conservation, and future pharmacological exploration.”

	

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

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	While the references are largely adequate, incorporating a few additional sources would further strengthen the manuscript’s foundation and enhance its alignment with current research standards.
1. Ferreira, L.M.D.S.L., do Vale, A.E., de Souza, A.J., Leite, K.B., Sacramento, C., Moreno, M.L.V., Araújo, T.H., Soares, M.B.P. and Grassi, M.F.R., 2019. Anatomical and phytochemical characterization of Physalis angulata L.: A plant with therapeutic potential. Pharmacognosy Research, 11(2).
2. AMEEN, M., 2024. Pharmacognostic, phytochemical, and chemomicroscopic evaluation of Physalis angulata (L). Available at SSRN 5015288.
3. Makhmudova, M.M., Bobaev, I.D., Sharipova, V.K. and Syrov, V.N., 2022. Anatomical structure of vegetative organs of medicinal plants Physalis angulata L. and their chemical composition. The American Journal of Agriculture and Biomedical Engineering, 4(01), pp.13-21.

	

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


	The language used in the manuscript is well-suited for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is overall well-structured and presents valuable findings; however, I would like to suggest a few revisions for clarity and consistency.
1. The term ‘anatomical’ appears in block letters inconsistently across the manuscript; I recommend standardizing it to lowercase for uniformity and clarity.
2. The manuscript notes that morphological characteristics were investigated using a set of keys; however, providing a brief description of these keys would enhance clarity and strengthen the methodological rigor of the study.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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