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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.


	This research provides insight into sustainable forms of nanotechnology through the creation of gold Nanoparticles using plant mediation (in this case, using Elaeocarpus Ganitrus). It demonstrates that all aspects of the Synthesis, Characterization, and Evaluation of these Gold Nanoparticles had been optimised and thoroughly documented. These findings will allow other researchers to reproduce their Studies and apply that knowledge to Sustainable Nanotechnology in both the Biomedical and/or Environmental Fields. Sustainable Nanotechnology in regards to Medical and Environmental Applications through plant mediated synthesis of Gold Nanoparticles is made possible by this work.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate for the journal and study; however, minor modification is opted to improve clarity and consistency with the terminology used in the manuscript.
	

	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 covers the main points—it outlines the synthesis, characterization, and biological testing pretty well. Still, it could use a few tweaks. Cut back on the subjective language, mention which fungal model you used, and add a key quantitative result. That’ll make it clearer and more balanced.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript stands on solid scientific ground. The experimental design, characterization, and biological evaluation all back up the conclusions. Still, there are a few small problems with clarity, consistency, and some reporting details. Fixing these would make the work even stronger.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is relevant and contains important sources, though many are dated. Adding a few recent papers (past 5-6 years)  related to the study would strengthen the literature support.
	

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


	There are frequent grammar errors, inconsistent tense usage. A light language edit would greately improve the readability and flow.
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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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