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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	This manuscript presents valuable findings for the scientific community, particularly in the fields of phytochemistry, food science, and natural product research. It provides a detailed LC-MS/MS characterization of bioactive compounds in cassava (Manihot esculenta) leaves, a widely available but underutilized agricultural by-product. The most significant contribution is the empirical demonstration that the particle size of the plant material (crushed vs. sieved) directly impacts the metabolic profile of the extract, with the crushed form ("Broyat") retaining a greater diversity of compounds, including hydroxycoumarins. This finding has practical importance for optimizing extraction protocols to maximize the yield of specific bioactive compounds for potential nutraceutical or pharmaceutical applications, promoting the valorization of cassava leaves.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and descriptive, and reflects the manuscript's content. However, it could be slightly more concise and impactful.

· Suggested Alternative Title: "Influence of Particle Size on the Phytochemical Profile of Manihot esculenta Leaf Extracts: An LC-MS-Based Analysis"
	

	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 comprehensive in its structure but requires refinement to better highlight the key finding.

· The abstract should clearly state the main conclusion: that sieving ("Tamisat") led to a loss of specific compound classes (hydroxycoumarins: scopoletin and scopolin) compared to the crushed powder ("Broyat"). This is the core comparative result and should be emphasized.

· The phrase "using a liquid-liquid contact process" in the Methodology section is incorrect for a Soxhlet extraction (which is a solid-liquid process) and should be removed to maintain technical accuracy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its experimental design and analytical approach. The LC-MS/MS analysis is well-executed, with convincing fragmentation data provided for compound identification. The methodology for comparing the two powder types is valid.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include a mix of classic and recent sources.
	

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


	The English is generally understandable but requires extensive polishing for formal scholarly publication. There are numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and issues with article usage ("the raw data," "a higher number").

· For examples, "The present study aims to identify, by LC-MS analysis, the active phytochemicals present in the pulverized and sieved leaves..." could be improved to "This study aimed to identify the active phytochemicals in crushed and sieved Manihot esculenta leaves using LC-MS analysis."

A professional language editing is strongly recommended to improve clarity, flow, and adherence to academic writing standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The structure of combining Results and Discussion is acceptable. However, the discussion could be deepened. For instance, the authors could hypothesize why the hydroxycoumarins are lost in the Tamisat (e.g., are they concentrated in specific leaf structures that are lost as finer particles during sieving?).

· The conclusion is appropriate but would be stronger if it explicitly restated the main finding (the loss of hydroxycoumarins in Tamisat) in its opening sentence.

· There is a labeling error in the manuscript. The caption for the mass spectra of rutin (Broyat) reads "Fig. 5. MS and MS/MS mass spectra of peak 3..." but the preceding figure (the fragmentation scheme of scopolin) is already labeled Fig. 5. This causes a cascade of errors in all subsequent figure numbering. This should be corrected.
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