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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.


	The manuscript presents a safe approach for synthesizing chromium oxide nanoparticles using plant extracts and evaluates their antibacterial and anti-virulence activities against phytopathogenic bacteria. The study combines natural synthesis methods with practical relevance to plant disease control. Assessing both antibacterial activity and extracellular enzyme inhibition strengthens the scientific contribution. Overall, the work offers useful insights and may support the development of alternative antimicrobial agents for sustainable agriculture.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear and informative, and it accurately represents the main aims and outcomes of the study.

Optional minor revision: “Green synthesis of chromium oxide nanoparticles using Arachis hypogaea leaf extract: antibacterial and anti-virulence activity against phytopathogenic bacteria.”

This revision slightly improves clarity and readability while preserving the original meaning.
	

	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 well structured and clearly summarizes the objectives, methodology, and key findings of the study.

Suggested improvements:

· Briefly mention the main characterization techniques used (such as UV–Vis, FTIR, XRD, and SEM).

· Include numerical MIC values to better demonstrate the strength of the antibacterial activity.

· Reduce the background information slightly and place greater emphasis on the quantitative results.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The experimental design, methodology, and analytical procedures are scientifically sound and appropriate for the objectives of the study.

Strengths:

· The green synthesis protocol is clearly described.

· Nanoparticles are well characterized using multiple analytical techniques.

· Biological activity is validated through antibacterial assays and extracellular enzyme inhibition tests.

· Statistical analysis is properly applied and supports the results.

Minor suggestions :

· Replication details in the characterization section should be stated more clearly.

· It should be clarified whether transmission electron microscopy (TEM) was performed or if only scanning electron microscopy (SEM) was used, as both are mentioned.

· The discussion could be strengthened by comparing the findings with recent studies on nanoparticles published between 2020 and 2025.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The cited references are relevant and scientifically appropriate for the topic of the study. However, the reference list could be improved to better reflect recent advances in the field.

Recommendations:

· Include three to five more recent references (published between 2021 and 2025) focusing on:

· green synthesis of metal oxide nanoparticles,

· nanoparticle-based control of phytopathogenic bacteria, and

· anti-virulence mechanisms of nanoparticles.

Adding these references would help strengthen the presentation of novelty and place the study more clearly within current research trends.


	

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


	The English used in the manuscript is generally clear and adequate for scientific communication.

Minor revisions recommended:
· Correct inconsistencies in capitalization (for example, Materials and Methods).

· Improve sentence flow and clarity in the Discussion section.

· Apply minor grammatical and stylistic corrections throughout the text.

Overall, the language quality is acceptable and requires only minor editing.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The figures are well organized and effectively support the study’s conclusions.

Tables are clear, properly formatted, and include appropriate statistical annotations.

The discussion provides a clear explanation of the antibacterial mechanisms observed.

The conclusion accurately reflects the results obtained.

Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and could be considered suitable for publication after addressing minor revisions.
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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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