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	Reviewer’s comment

	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 research redefines Pontederia crassipes by detailing its rich profile of minerals, amino acids, and antioxidants. The findings establish a scientific basis for using this invasive plant as a sustainable source for livestock feed and nutraceuticals. Additionally, the study validates traditional medicinal uses by demonstrating the plant's significant capacity to neutralize free radicals.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Accurate and suitable for the manuscript.
	

	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 generally comprehensive, as it successfully covers the study's purpose, methodology, key findings (proximate, amino acids, minerals, and antioxidants), and concluding significance. It effectively summarizes the high carbohydrate content (39.09%), identifies the dominant amino acid (isoleucine), and lists the specific minerals and antioxidant assays performed.

However, to improve its scientific clarity and flow, I suggest the following refinements:

Suggested Additions

a) While GC-MS and FAAS are mentioned, briefly stating that an aqueous maceration was used would clarify the nature of the extract for the reader.

b) Mentioning that results are expressed as mean ± standard deviation would reinforce the reliability of the mineral data.

c) Clearly state that the plant's antioxidant properties were compared to standards like BHT or Vitamin C to give the "high activity" claim more weight.

Suggested Deletions/Edits

a) The phrase "The following table:" should be deleted from the abstract text as it appears to be a formatting artifact.

b) Instead of listing every percentage for every antioxidant assay, summarize the concentration-dependent trend and highlight only the most significant result (e.g., DPPH) to keep the text concise.

c) Correct "proximate composition of carbohydrate" to "carbohydrate content" and ensure "P. crassipes" is consistently italicized.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound in its methodology and findings, though it requires some technical refinements. It follows a standard scientific structure, utilizing recognized analytical techniques to characterize the biological properties of P. crassipes.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list in your manuscript is moderately sufficient and includes several recent studies (2020–2025). However, the documentation of Pontederia crassipes specifically regarding its nutritional value in animal feed and its pharmacological profile is a rapidly evolving field. Strengthening the manuscript with the latest 2024–2026 research would improve its scientific impact.
	

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


	The manuscript is logically structured and the scientific intent is well-communicated.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Critical Technical Observations

a) There is a notable inconsistency in reporting mineral concentrations; the abstract and results use g/L , while the discussion refers to mg/L. This must be harmonized to ensure scientific accuracy.
b) Table 2 contains a typographical error for the retention time of Phenylalanine ("12..874"). Additionally, the DPPH scavenging formula in section 2.10.1 appears mathematically incomplete as written.

c) While the extract showed high activity, it often remained lower than standards like BHT or garlic. A more detailed analysis of the synergistic interactions of the identified phytochemicals would strengthen the "Discussion" section.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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