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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.

	This manuscript, titled “Hydroponic Enhancement of Pharmaceutical Antioxidants in Justicia adhatoda L.: A Comparative Analysis with Soil-Cultivated Plants,” talks about the phytochemical comparison of hydroponic vs soil-grown Justicia adhatoda. The idea is novel, the analytical techniques (GC-MS + HPTLC) are suitable, and the findings are compelling. The experiment is well designed, and the results are convincing but not statistically sound.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The title of the article is suitable 
	

	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; however, I recommend  sharpening it  and avoiding redundancy 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound; however, it needs some improvement
Area of improvement: 
1) Data inconsistency 
Examples:
· Phytol is listed as 85% in hydroponic but also 92% in soil — contradictory.
· Fatty ester values (10–14.2%) do not match table values.
2. Avoid overgeneralizing, for example, “hydroponics eliminates potential contaminants. “This statement is not scientifically accurate. I recommend saying Hydroponics reduces but does not eliminate contaminants. Correct statements like this all through the manuscript. 
3. The authors used long sentences, and the manuscript contains repeated ideas and multiple typos that reduce clarity. Several sections need rewording.
4. How many replicate analyses did the author perform? No statistical analysis, and the limit of detection of the instrument used is not mentioned anywhere in the manuscript.  The author should provide a statistical analysis and the limit of detection of the instrument. 

	

	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 up to date but ensure the referencing style is consistent throughout the manuscript.  For example, “These compounds exhibit a variety of biological activities, contributing to their utility in many comme“For applications. [4The research emphasises the need for approaches that encourage sustainable usage and preservation, underscoring the dual importance of J. adhatoda as both a source of medicine and an ecological disturbance. [5]”
	

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

	The language is suitable; however, several section of the manuscript needs rewording for clarity 
	

	Optional/General comments
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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

No ethical issues in this manuscript
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