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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 is significant for the scientific community as it addresses a critical research gap by exploring the green synthesis of Ag-Fe bimetallic nanoparticles using Mangifera indica leaf extract, an approach that has received limited attention despite the enhanced properties of bimetallic systems compared to monometallic counterparts. The synthesis and characterization of Ag-Fe nanoparticles that combine silver's broad-spectrum bioactivity with iron's magnetic and catalytic properties presents a promising multifunctional platform for biomedical, environmental, and industrial applications. The demonstrated strong antibacterial activity against multidrug-resistant Gram-negative pathogens and potent antioxidant potential represent important contributions to addressing pressing global challenges such as antimicrobial resistance and oxidative stress-related diseases. Additionally, this work exemplifies the growing scientific importance of sustainable and eco-friendly nanotechnology by utilizing plant-based synthesis methods, positioning these multifunctional Ag-Fe nanoparticles as promising candidates for development as therapeutic agents in biomedical fields.
	




PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4= good
The title is precise, informative, and accurately represents the study's scope and findings. It meets scientific standards by including the nanomaterial composition, synthesis method, and research objectives. The only reason it does not receive a 5 (Excellent) rating is that it could potentially benefit from explicitly mentioning the specific biomedical applications tested (antibacterial and antioxidant properties) to provide even more specificity, though this would make the title lengthier.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = good
The abstract is comprehensive and effectively covers all essential elements of a well-structured abstract—methods, results, and conclusions—with specific quantitative data and clear implications for biomedical applications. However, it could achieve an "Excellent" rating if the research objective/background were more explicitly stated upfront to provide better context before diving into the methodology.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = good
The keywords are well-aligned with the study content and provide good coverage of the research's scope, methodology, and applications. They are specific enough to ensure proper indexing and discovery by relevant researchers. The rating of "Good" rather than "Excellent" is assigned because while the keywords appropriately cover the major study components, they could benefit from inclusion of terms like "bimetallic nanoparticles," "green synthesis," or "multidrug-resistant bacteria" to provide even greater specificity and enhanced discoverability among interdisciplinary research communities.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = good
The background information is comprehensive, well-organized, and effectively establishes the context for the study. It successfully introduces all necessary concepts, clearly identifies the research gap, justifies the methodological choices, and articulates a specific research objective. The logical flow from general to specific ensures that readers can follow the rationale for the study.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = good
The research objectives are clearly and comprehensively stated with strong contextual support. The study provides a well-articulated research gap and clearly identifies what will be explored (synthesis, characterization, and biomedical evaluation)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = good
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = good
The research methodology is well-designed, appropriate for the stated research objectives, and demonstrates strong scientific rigor through the use of multiple complementary analytical and evaluation techniques. The methodology comprehensively addresses all aspects of the research objectives—synthesis, characterization, and biomedical evaluation—with established, validated approaches. The selection of specific techniques (UV-Vis, FTIR, SEM/EDX for characterization; agar well diffusion with MIC/MBC for antibacterial evaluation; dual antioxidant assays for antioxidant potential) demonstrates thoughtful experimental design.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = good
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = needs inmprovment
Some of the research results require a recheck of the calculations regarding the IC50 data for ascorbic acid, both for the DPPH and ABTS methods. Additionally, the coefficient of determination (R²) should be included in each figure in Figure 6. I have already provided comments in the document.

	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = satisfactory
he tables and figures employed in this research are well-designed, clearly presented with appropriate statistical notation, highly relevant to research objectives, and necessary for communicating findings. The use of multiple complementary tables for antioxidant assessment (DPPH, ABTS, and IC₅₀ values) demonstrates sophisticated data presentation. Controls are appropriately included in antibacterial and antioxidant comparisons.
Please give the coefficient of determination (R²) should be included in each figure in Figure 6
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = good
The discussion demonstrates solid integration of findings with existing literature through multiple comparative citations and quantitative comparisons of antibacterial activity with similar studies. The authors effectively position their Ag-Fe nanoparticles within the broader context of biogenic nanoparticle research and acknowledge relevant findings from structurally similar plant-based synthesis approaches.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = excellent
The conclusions presented in this research are comprehensively and rigorously supported by experimental data. Each major claim in the conclusion can be directly traced to quantitative or qualitative results from well-designed experiments using appropriate characterization and evaluation methods. The use of multiple complementary techniques for characterization, triplicate measurements with standard deviations for functional assays, and inclusion of appropriate positive and negative controls strengthens the data-conclusion relationship. The conclusions remain appropriately scoped to the data presented and do not make unsupported extrapolations. The authors demonstrate scientific integrity by acknowledging that additional in vivo testing would be necessary before clinical application, despite strong in vitro supporting evidence.

	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = good

	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = good

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = good

	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title of this article is suitable
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract of the artice is comprehensive
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is correct 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	The references are sufficient and recent
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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)

	







Reviewer details:
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