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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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


	The manuscript presents a comprehensive study on the green synthesis of CuO NPs using Ctenolepsis cerasiformis extract and evaluates their antimicrobial efficacy. The work is well-structured and aligns with current interests in sustainable nanotechnology. However, several areas require clarification and improvement to enhance scientific rigor and readability. 
1. Line 5–7 (Page 1): The abstract claims CuO NPs "surpass" conventional antibiotics. Provide quantitative MIC values or zone diameters to substantiate this claim.

2. Line 20–22 (Page 2): The introduction lacks a clear hypothesis. What specific gap in CuO NP research does this study address?

3. Line 10–12 (Page 3): Why was 90–95°C chosen for Soxhlet extraction? Could this degrade thermolabile phytochemicals?

4. Line 15–17 (Page 3): The combustion method uses 400°C. How was thermal degradation of phytochemicals avoided?

5. Line 22–24 (Page 4): For MIC assays, why was resazurin chosen over other indicators (e.g., MTT)? Justify its suitability for fungal pathogens.

6. Figure 1 (Page 5): XRD peaks suggest Cu₂O impurities. How was phase purity quantified (e.g., Rietveld refinement)?

7. Figure 2 (Page 6): The FTIR peak at 1638 cm⁻¹ is assigned to Cu-O. Provide references for this assignment.

8. Figures 3–4 (Page 7): SEM images show aggregation. Include particle size distribution histograms to quantify homogeneity.

9. Table 1/2 (Page 8): MIC values for fungi (e.g., 0.40 μg/mL) are unusually low. Are these values reproducible? Include error margins.

10. Line 18–20 (Page 8): Why do CuO NPs outperform Streptomycin? Discuss mechanisms (e.g., ROS generation, membrane disruption).

11. Figure 6 (Page 9): The images lack scale bars and concentration labels. Clarify how activity was visually quantified.

12. Line 10–12 (Page 6): The Scherrer formula estimates 29 nm crystallites. Compare this with SEM-measured sizes. Are they consistent?

13. Line 15–17 (Page 7): EDX shows carbon impurities. Could these affect antimicrobial activity? Discuss their origin.

14. Line 5–7 (Page 10): The conclusion suggests "derivatization studies." Specify which compounds (e.g., flavonoids, alkaloids) should be prioritized.

15. References (Page 11–12): Several citations (e.g., [9], [14]) lack DOIs or journal names. Verify completeness.

16. Figures: Ensure all figures (e.g., SEM, EDX) are high-resolution and include scale bars.

17. Line 22–24 (Page 4): The resazurin assay protocol lacks incubation time for fungi. Specify duration and conditions.

18. Line 10–12 (Page 9): The MIC for C. glabrata (0.89 μg/mL) is remarkably low. Provide replicate data or statistical validation.

19. The authors provide a solid and well-referenced discussion of the topic concerning copper oxide NPs, adding meaningful contributions to current research
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