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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 manuscript presents an exciting and timely approach to synthesising gold nanoparticles using Elaeocarpus ganitrus leaf extract. The use of this plant extract as a natural reducing agent provides a sustainable, eco-friendly alternative to traditional chemical methods. Given the growing interest in green nanotechnology, this study could make a significant impact, especially in the biomedical field. The antimicrobial and cytotoxic properties of the synthesised nanoparticles, as explored in this paper, suggest promising applications in medicine.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is spot on. It clearly conveys what the paper is about: the use of Elaeocarpus ganitrus extract to synthesise gold nanoparticles and the subsequent evaluation of their properties. It’s informative and to the point.
	

	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.


	Absolutely. The abstract does a great job of summarising the entire study. It touches on the synthesis method, how the nanoparticles were characterised, and their antimicrobial and cytotoxic properties. It gives just enough detail to let the reader know what the study is about and why it matters. I don’t think anything is missing from this section
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript seems scientifically solid. The experimental design and methods for synthesising and characterising the nanoparticles are well thought out and appropriate for the research objectives. The results are logically explained and align well with the hypotheses and goals of the study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally good and up-to-date. However, I’d suggest adding a few more references that specifically discuss Elaeocarpus ganitrus in the context of nanoparticle synthesis, as well as studies on the cytotoxicity of biogenic gold nanoparticles. That would add more depth to the manuscript’s background and place it in a broader research context.
	

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


	Yes, the language is clear and easy to follow. The paper is well-written, and the information flows logically from one section to the next. There are no major issues with grammar or syntax, which makes it easy to read and understand.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, this is a strong study that could be really impactful in the field of green nanotechnology. I think it would benefit from a little more focus on the specific medicinal uses of Elaeocarpus ganitrus in nanoparticle synthesis, as well as more references that explore its potential. Otherwise, I think it’s a solid piece of work!
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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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