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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

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

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents an interesting study on enhancing green-synthesized silver nanoparticles (AgNPs) through electrolysis. The concept of combining phytosynthesis with electrochemical post-processing to improve nanoparticle stability and antibacterial efficacy and relevant to the field of nanobiotechnology. The work is generally well-structured, and the study addresses the important issue of antimicrobial resistance (AMR). However, the manuscript suffers from significant issues regarding data presentation, internal consistency, methodological clarity, and statistical analysis, which must be addressed before it can be considered for publication.
The manuscript presents a promising concept but requires extensive revisions to validate its claims. The central finding regarding enhanced antibacterial activity is currently unsupported due to major data discrepancies. The authors must thoroughly address all points below, particularly the critical inconsistencies in the results section.
1. Page 2, Lines 23-25: The introduction states that green-synthesized NPs face limitations in "stability and uniformity." Could you provide more specific references that document these limitations for Aegle marmelos-synthesized AgNPs in particular?

2. Page 3, Lines 1-3: What is the hypothesized molecular or electrochemical mechanism by which electrolysis enhances the stability and surface charge of the nanoparticles? Please elaborate beyond "enhancing surface charge and purity."
3. Page 3, Section 2.2: What was the final volume/volume ratio or concentration
of the leaf extract to the 1 mM AgNO₃ solution? This is crucial for reproducibility.
4. Page 3, Section 2.3: The electrolysis parameters are severely underspecified. Please provide the exact conditions: applied voltage (V) or current (A), distance between graphite electrodes, and the volume of solution electrolyzed. Why were the specific time intervals of 5, 10, and 20 minutes chosen?

5. Page 3, Section 2.3: Was the electrolysis performed on the as-synthesized AgNP colloid (which contains residual phytochemicals and ions) or on a washed and re-dispersed sample? This is critical for interpreting the FTIR and zeta potential results.

6. Page 4, Section 2.4.2: For the DLS and zeta potential analysis, what was the dispersant used (e.g., water)? Were the samples diluted, and if so, with what? Please report the polydispersity index (PDI) for each sample alongside the mean size.
7. Page 7, Table 1: The table shows EAgNPs (10 min) have a larger mean size (~81 nm) than non-electrolyzed AgNPs (~67 nm). How does this correlate with the claim that electrolysis reduces agglomeration? Please discuss this apparent contradiction.
8. Page 7, Lines 15-16: The claim that zeta potentials > |25| mV indicate good stability is correct. However, the values for AgNPs (-20 to -25 mV) are very close to this threshold. Can you truly claim "moderate stability" for AgNPs vs. "improved stability" for EAgNPs based on such a small change?

9. Page 8, Table 2 vs. Text: This is a critical issue. Table 2 lists zone of inhibition values for E-AgNPs as 15-20 mm. However, on Page 8, Lines 21-24, the text states "the electrolyzed AgNP solution (E-AgNPs) demonstrated the strongest antibacterial activity, with a maximum zone of 12 mm." These values (20 mm vs. 12 mm) are irreconcilable. Which data is correct? This error undermines the entire comparative analysis.

10. Page 8, Lines 25-27 s Page G, Lines 1-2: The text states that electrolyzed AgNO₃ (E-AgNO₃) had zones of 9-11 mm and was equivalent to synthesized AgNPs. However, Table 2 shows E-AgNO₃ with zones of 15-20 mm. Please clarify and correct this fundamental discrepancy throughout the results and discussion.

11. Page 4, Section 2.5.2: A major methodological omission: What was
the concentration (e.g., µg/mL) of the AgNP, EAgNP, and AgNO₃ solutions that were loaded onto the discs? Without this, the bioactivity data is meaningless for comparison.
12. Page G, Line 3: The text mentions a "stability test over time (Table 1)," but Table 1 reports size and zeta potential, not antibacterial stability. Is this a reference to Table 2? If so, what were the storage conditions and time points for this stability test? This needs to be clearly described in the methodology.

13. Throughout Section 3.5: The manuscript claims "significantly enhanced antibacterial activity." Was any statistical test (e.g., ANOVA with post-hoc test) performed to support this claim? If so, please report the p-values. If not, the language must be toned down to "showed increased activity."

14. Page 8, Table 2: The table headings "+10 min", "-10 min", "+20 min", "-20 min" are unclear. Do these represent different electrolysis times, different measurement times, or replicates? Please define these headers clearly in the table caption.

15. Page 5, Page 6, Page 8: The manuscript references Figures 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 6, but these figures are not included in the provided text. Please ensure all figures are submitted and referenced correctly in the final manuscript.
16. Page G, Conclusions: The conclusion states that EAgNPs had "inhibition zones comparable to or greater than standard antibiotics." However, the text on Page 8 states the standard antibiotic had a zone of 26 mm, while the (conflicting) data for EAgNPs is either 20 mm or 12 mm. Neither is greater than 26 mm. Please correct this overstatement.

17. Page G, Lines 10-13: The enhanced efficacy is attributed to "smaller size." However, the DLS data in Table 1 shows that the electrolyzed particles are, in fact, larger. Please provide a more accurate explanation consistent with your data, such as differences in surface charge, colloidal stability, or the release of silver ions.

18. Page G, Lines 16-18: The suggestion for "further investigation on cytotoxicity" is appropriate. Have the authors conducted any preliminary cytotoxicity assays? If not, it would be prudent to recommend such studies for future work rather than listing applications like "drug delivery" without safety data.
19. The authors provide a solid and well-referenced discussion of the topic concerning Ag NPs, adding meaningful contributions to current research
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I recommend the authors conduct a thorough revision, paying particular attention to the critical inconsistencies in the antibacterial data. A careful, line-by-line proofread is also necessary to correct typographical errors and improve clarity.
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