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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 addresses an ecologically significant issue by documenting the diversity and distribution of invasive plant species in an urban ecosystem of eastern India. Given the increasing impact of urbanization on biodiversity, such localized floristic inventories are important for understanding patterns of biological invasion and their implications for native plant communities. Additionally, the inclusion of preliminary phytochemical screening provides a dual perspective—highlighting not only ecological threats but also the potential utilitarian value of invasive species. The study contributes region-specific baseline data that may support biodiversity management strategies, invasive species monitoring, and future pharmacological or ecological research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	yes
	

	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 provides a general overview of the study; however, it requires revision to improve clarity, precision, and scientific completeness. While the objectives and major findings are mentioned, the methodology lacks sufficient detail, such as the sampling design (number and size of quadrats), study duration, and type of phytochemical analysis performed (qualitative aqueous and methanol extracts). Including brief numerical highlights—such as the total number of species recorded, dominant families, and key phytochemical findings—would improve clarity, though some are already mentioned and could be presented more concisely.

The abstract should avoid repetitive or overly general background statements and focus more on concrete results and their implications. Minor grammatical corrections are also necessary to enhance readability. Finally, the conclusion section of the abstract should be more precise and avoid broad claims regarding medicinal applications unless directly supported by the study’s experimental results.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically structured and addresses a relevant ecological topic; however, it requires substantial improvement to meet rigorous scientific standards. The floristic survey component appears methodologically acceptable, with field sampling and taxonomic identification based on standard regional floras. The documentation of 72 invasive species and their habitat distribution provides useful baseline ecological data for the study area.

However, the phytochemical screening section is limited to qualitative analysis without quantitative estimation, replication details, statistical validation, or clear methodological standardization. The absence of information regarding sample size per species, extraction yield, control comparisons, and reproducibility weakens the scientific robustness of this component. Additionally, some interpretations—particularly those linking phytochemical presence to therapeutic potential—are overstated and not directly supported by experimental bioactivity assays conducted in this study.

Therefore, while the study is conceptually sound and regionally valuable, methodological clarification, stronger data presentation, improved statistical rigor, and more cautious interpretation are necessary for the manuscript to be considered scientifically strong.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	ok
	

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


	ok
	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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
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