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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.


	The manuscript focus on the field of natural product research study which has huge relevance in todays scientific focus. The two plants selected are endangered which focuses on the work even more. Hence has got nice relevance in modern scientific community.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Good but this seems to be better
“Comparative Phytochemical Profiling and Antioxidant Properties of Calotropis procera Leaves and Zanthoxylum decaryi Barks”
	

	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.


	Include quantitative outcomes (“ZDB extracts exhibited 4-fold higher DPPH scavenging activity than CPL”), and emphasize the quantitative findings of the research work.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	1. No mention of sample size or replication

2. No statistical analysis described

3. Calibration curves described, but regression values (R²) not reported.

4. Year of collection vs. analysis (plants in 2021, assays in 2025) raises concern about sample stability
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some outdated (1931, 1968). Needs more recent studies (2015–2024).
	

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


	Minor grammar issues, e.g., “this word referring to the Greek god” (awkward phrasing).

Figures need more informative captions (statistical significance, extraction conditions).
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The transition from background to research gap is weak—needs clearer statement of novelty
2. Why leaves of one plant is selected and bark of other? Clarity required
3. More updated references required
4. Overemphasis on trends without deeper mechanistic discussion (e.g., why ethanol–water 4:1 enhances DPPH vs. ABTS).
5. Too general, repeats results without critical interpretation.
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