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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 addresses an important and emerging area in Nano biotechnology by exploring the green synthesis of Ag–Fe bimetallic nanoparticles using Mangifera indica leaf extract. The study is significant for the scientific community as it combines eco-friendly synthesis approaches with the development of multifunctional nanomaterials exhibiting both antibacterial and antioxidant properties. The use of plant-based waste materials not only enhances sustainability but also contributes to cost-effective nanoparticle production, which is highly relevant for large-scale biomedical and environmental applications. Furthermore, the investigation of synergistic effects between silver and iron in a phyto-synthesized system provides valuable insights that can support the design of more efficient Nano therapeutics and antimicrobial agents.
	






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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is generally clear and reflects the core components of the study, including the synthesis method (phytosynthesis), the materials used (Mangifera indica leaf extract and Ag–Fe nanoparticles), and the focus on characterization and biomedical applications.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The abstract is largely comprehensive and covers the key elements of the study, including the objective, methodology (green synthesis and characterization techniques), and major findings related to antibacterial and antioxidant activities. It provides specific results (e.g., inhibition zones and IC₅₀ values), which enhance its scientific value. However, minor issues such as grammatical errors, redundancy, and slight inconsistencies (e.g., phrasing and clarity) reduce its overall effectiveness. With careful editing for language and conciseness, the abstract could reach an excellent standard.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The keywords capture some of the main aspects of the study, such as phyto-synthesis, Ag–Fe nanoparticles, and Mangifera indica. However, they are somewhat general and could be improved by including more specific and standardized terms such as “bimetallic nanoparticles,” “green synthesis,” “antibacterial activity,” and “antioxidant activity.” Refining the keywords would enhance the article’s visibility and indexing in scientific databases.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The background information provides a general overview of nanomaterials, metal-based nanoparticles, and the relevance of silver and iron nanoparticles, which helps establish the context of the study. It also introduces Mangifera indica as a green synthesis source and highlights the potential of bimetallic nanoparticles. However, the section lacks coherence in some areas, with minor grammatical issues and abrupt transitions between ideas. Additionally, there is a noticeable inconsistency (e.g., mention of Ag–Mn instead of Ag–Fe), which may confuse readers. With improved organization, clearer flow, and careful proofreading, the background could be strengthened significantly.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The research objectives are generally stated and can be inferred from the introduction, particularly the aim to synthesize, characterize, and evaluate the antibacterial and antioxidant activities of Ag–Fe nanoparticles using Mangifera indica leaf extract. However, the objectives are not explicitly and clearly articulated as distinct statements, and no specific hypotheses are presented. Additionally, minor inconsistencies in wording reduce clarity. Clearly defining the objectives (and hypotheses, if applicable) in a concise manner would improve the overall focus and readability of the study.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The research objectives are generally implied within the introduction, particularly the aim to synthesize, characterize, and evaluate the antibacterial and antioxidant properties of Ag–Fe nanoparticles using Mangifera indica leaf extract. However, they are not explicitly stated in a clear, structured manner, and no hypotheses are defined. Greater clarity and separation of objectives would improve the scientific rigor and readability of the manuscript.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The research methodology is generally appropriate and well-aligned with the objectives of the study, covering key aspects such as green synthesis, nanoparticle characterization (UV–Vis, FTIR, SEM–EDX, DLS), and evaluation of biological activities (antibacterial and antioxidant assays). The use of standard and widely accepted techniques (e.g., agar well diffusion, MIC/MBC, DPPH, ABTS) strengthens the reliability of the approach.
However, there are some methodological concerns that slightly limit its rigor. These include minor inconsistencies in section numbering (e.g., duplicate 2.4), lack of detailed experimental controls and replication clarity in some sections, and insufficient detail regarding certain parameters (e.g., exact conditions for DLS, calibration details, or justification of concentrations used). Additionally, standardization and validation steps could be described more clearly. Addressing these issues would improve reproducibility and elevate the methodology to an excellent level.
	

	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
	N/A (Not Applicable)
The study does not involve human subjects or animal experimentation, as it focuses on plant-based nanoparticle synthesis and in vitro antibacterial and antioxidant assays. Therefore, formal ethical approval is not required. However, the manuscript could be slightly improved by including a brief statement confirming compliance with standard laboratory and biosafety guidelines for handling microbial cultures.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The results are generally presented in a structured manner, with appropriate use of figures and tables (e.g., UV–Vis spectra, FTIR data, SEM–EDX analysis, and antibacterial/antioxidant results). The inclusion of numerical data such as inhibition zones and IC₅₀ values adds clarity and scientific value.
However, the presentation suffers from issues such as grammatical errors, redundancy, and occasional inconsistencies between text and tables. Some figure descriptions are unclear or lack sufficient detail, and there are formatting problems (e.g., table alignment, repeated headings, and labeling issues). Improving clarity, consistency, and overall organization would significantly enhance the quality of the results section.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The tables and figures are generally relevant and necessary, as they effectively support the characterization of nanoparticles (UV–Vis, FTIR, SEM–EDX, DLS) and the biological activity results (antibacterial and antioxidant assays). They provide essential quantitative and visual evidence that complements the text.
However, clarity is somewhat compromised due to formatting inconsistencies, unclear labeling, and occasional redundancy. For example, some figure captions are too brief or do not fully explain the data, and some tables (like elemental composition) could be more concise or visually organized for easier interpretation. Refining figure/table presentation and ensuring alignment with the text would improve readability and impact.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The discussion effectively relates the findings to existing literature, citing multiple studies to support observations on nanoparticle synthesis, morphology, antibacterial activity, and antioxidant potential. Comparisons with previous results (e.g., SPR peaks, inhibition zones, IC₅₀ values) help contextualize the study and highlight similarities or differences with prior research.
However, the discussion could be improved by providing deeper critical analysis, addressing potential reasons for observed discrepancies, and more clearly emphasizing the novelty and significance of the current study in relation to the literature. Some sections are descriptive rather than analytical, which slightly limits the interpretive depth.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The conclusions are generally supported by the data presented in the study. The results from UV–Vis, FTIR, SEM–EDX, DLS, antibacterial assays, and antioxidant tests collectively justify the claims regarding successful synthesis, characterization, and multifunctional bioactivity of the Ag–Fe nanoparticles. The observed antibacterial inhibition zones and dose-dependent antioxidant activities directly support the manuscript’s claims about biomedical potential.
However, the conclusion could be strengthened by explicitly addressing the limitations of the study (e.g., lack of in vivo toxicity data, aggregation issues, or scalability) and providing a clearer discussion of future directions. This would make the conclusions more balanced and rigorous.
	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript briefly mentions the need for in vivo toxicity assessments in the conclusion, but it does not provide a dedicated discussion of the study’s limitations. Important issues—such as nanoparticle aggregation, lack of detailed mechanistic studies, limited bacterial strains tested, or potential variability in plant extract composition—are not addressed. A clear, specific limitations section would enhance transparency, help contextualize the findings, and guide future research.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The references cited are generally relevant to the topic of green synthesis, characterization, and biomedical applications of Ag–Fe nanoparticles. They include both recent studies (2023–2024) and foundational works, covering key aspects such as plant-mediated synthesis, antibacterial and antioxidant activities, and characterization techniques.
However, while the number of references is adequate, there are minor issues: a few important recent studies on bimetallic Ag–Fe nanoparticles and in vivo applications could be included to strengthen the context. Additionally, formatting consistency should be ensured according to journal guidelines. Overall, the references sufficiently support the manuscript’s rationale and discussion.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript conveys the main ideas and findings in a generally understandable manner, and the technical terminology is appropriate for the target scientific audience. Key sections, such as methodology and results, are mostly clear and detailed.
However, the writing is occasionally hindered by grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, redundancy, and inconsistent use of tenses. Some sentences are long and convoluted, which can reduce readability. Editing for grammar, sentence structure, and conciseness would significantly improve clarity and overall comprehension.Top of Form
Bottom of Form

	























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.
	Yes, the title is generally suitable.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is generally comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	






	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
Recommendation: Major Revision
Reasoning: The manuscript presents interesting and relevant research on green-synthesized Ag–Fe nanoparticles with clear biomedical potential. The study is well-structured, the methodology is appropriate, and the results are supported by sufficient data.
However, there are several areas that require improvement before publication:
•	Language and grammar need editing for clarity and conciseness. 
•	Limitations of the study are not adequately discussed. 
•	Minor inconsistencies in references and formatting. 
•	Some parts of the discussion could better contextualize findings within existing literature. 
Addressing these issues would strengthen the manuscript and make it suitable for publication.
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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)
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