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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.


	The manuscript titled “Potential of Use of Pfaffia glomerata (Brazilian Ginseng) in the Green Synthesis of Metallic Nanoparticles: Review Study” is highly significant for the scientific community as it highlights an environmentally friendly and sustainable approach to nanoparticle synthesis. By exploring the bioactive compounds present in Pfaffia glomerata, the review emphasizes the plant’s potential to act as a natural reducing and stabilizing agent, reducing the reliance on toxic chemicals traditionally used in nanoparticle production. This work provides a comprehensive overview of the current state of research in green nanotechnology, offering insights that could advance applications in medicine, catalysis, and environmental remediation. Furthermore, the study encourages interdisciplinary research, bridging phytochemistry, nanoscience, and sustainable materials engineering, thus supporting the development of safer and more eco-friendly nanomaterials.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Potential of Use of Pfaffia glomerata (Brazilian Ginseng) in the Green Synthesis of Metallic Nanoparticles: Review Study”, is generally clear and informative, but it could be slightly improved for readability and conciseness. Phrases like “Potential of Use of” can be simplified, and “Review Study” is usually replaced with “A Review” in scientific writing.

Suggested alternative title:

“Pfaffia glomerata (Brazilian Ginseng) as a Green Source for Metallic Nanoparticle Synthesis: A Review”

This version is more concise, emphasizes the plant as a resource, and clearly indicates it is a review study.
	

	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.


	Suggestions for improvement

Focus on Pfaffia glomerata

Clarify the aim of the review

Add specific outcomes or findings

Delete repetitive or vague phrases

Minor grammatical improvements
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Points needing clarification or improvement:

Mechanistic details:The antimicrobial activity of nanoparticles is stated as “not fully elucidated,” which is scientifically correct, but the review should clearly summarize what is known and what gaps exist.

Terminology consistency: Some phrases are a bit general, e.g., “plants ginseng” should be “Pfaffia glomerata” or “Brazilian ginseng” to maintain precision.

Quantitative or comparative data: A stronger scientific manuscript would include data from reviewed studies, e.g., particle size ranges, yields, specific antimicrobial activity, to substantiate statements.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes several relevant studies on green synthesis of nanoparticles and antimicrobial activity, but overall it is not fully sufficient nor recent enough for a review manuscript intended for publication. Many of the cited works are older than 2020, and only a limited number of references directly relate to green synthesis using plant extracts, and even fewer are specifically related to Pfaffia glomerata (Brazilian ginseng). For a review article, especially one focused on nanotechnology and green synthesis, it is generally expected that a significant portion of the references (at least 40–60%) come from the last 5 years.
	

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


	The English language is generally understandable and suitable for scholarly communication; however, the manuscript would benefit from careful language editing to improve grammar, clarity, and scientific style. Some sentences are overly long or repetitive, and minor grammatical errors are present. Revising the manuscript for language consistency and clarity, and ensuring correct use of scientific terminology and formatting (e.g., italicizing scientific names), would improve readability and overall quality.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	Nothing
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