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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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 manuscript provides valuable information on the nutritional and anti-nutritional profile of Conoclinium coelestinum leaves. The study contributes to the growing body of knowledge on medicinal and edible plants by evaluating their proximate composition, mineral elements, vitamin contents, and anti-nutritional factors. Such investigations are important for identifying potential plant-based nutritional supplements and functional foods, particularly in regions where medicinal plants are widely used in traditional healthcare systems. The findings may also serve as a baseline for further pharmacological, nutritional, and toxicological studies on this plant species.
	

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

	Yes, the title is generally appropriate and reflects the main objectives of the study. However, it could be slightly refined for clarity and scientific presentation. 
Suggested alternative title “Nutritional and Anti-Nutritional Profiling of Conoclinium coelestinum Leaves”
	

	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 summarizes the major findings of the study; however, it can be improved for clarity and conciseness. 
· Briefly mention the methods used (AOAC methods, HPLC, AAS).
· Avoid repeating too many numerical values; summarize key findings instead.
· Correct minor grammatical issues (e.g., “minutes quantities” should be “minute quantities”).
· Clearly state the aim of the study at the beginning of the abstract.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and follows standard analytical procedures for proximate, mineral, vitamin, and anti-nutrient analysis. However, several areas require clarification and improvement:
· Some units appear inconsistent (e.g., mg/100g vs g/100g in proximate analysis).
· Methodology descriptions should be more concise and standardized.
· Certain interpretations in the discussion require more supporting references.
· Minor inconsistencies in terminology and species spelling should be corrected.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes an adequate number of references relevant to plant nutrition and phytochemical research. However:
· A few recent references (last 3–5 years) on nutritional profiling of medicinal plants could strengthen the discussion.
· Ensure uniform citation formatting throughout the manuscript.
· Some references appear repeated or inconsistently formatted and should be corrected.
	

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

	The English language requires moderate editing. Several grammatical, typographical, and stylistic issues are present throughout the manuscript. Professional language editing is recommended to improve clarity and readability.
Examples include:
· “minutes quantities” → “minute quantities”
· “leave extract” → “leaf extract”
· Some sentences are overly long and require restructuring.
	

	Optional/General comments

	· Tables and figures should be formatted according to journal guidelines.
· Units in the proximate analysis tables should be carefully verified.
· Scientific names should be italicized consistently throughout the manuscript.
· The discussion section could benefit from stronger comparisons with previous studies.
· A short limitation of the study section could improve the manuscript.
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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 details)
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