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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)


	Yes after revision
	

	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?


	Need improvement
	

	Optional/General comments


	Title of Research Paper: PREPARATION AND CHARATCERIZATION OF TITANIUM DIOXIDE NANOPARTICLE FOR WATER PURIFICATION AND BIOLOGICAL ACTIVITIES

Manuscript is well written and can be accepted if the authors include following suggested corrections.

1. Title of paper not looks appropriate, please check it out.

2. The keywords mentioned by the authors should be in “alphabetical” order.

3. Author should provide the information regarding the grade, purity and company for each chemical used in tabular form.
4. Authors must improve its language and clarity about the theme of the study and objective achieved. Authors may take help of following latest research papers to improve literature, describing the interest and recent work published by different researchers in introduction section like
https://doi.org/10.1080/01932691.2024.2312841https://link.springer.com/article/10.10
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hybadv.2023.100086
https://doi.org/10.1080/03067319.2023.2246012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2023.01.253
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10854-023-10693-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jics.2024.101199
https://www.degruyterbrill.com/document/doi/10.1515/zkri-2021-2025/html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.envpol.2023.12222907/s10854-023-11851-3

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.mtcomm.2023.105587
5. The research gap for this study should be indicated in the introduction part.
6. Some abbreviations are used in the contents. However, it is necessary to be completely written out when they appeared for the first time. There are also some spelling mistakes and needs to be taken care.
7. Innovation should be well and clearly mentioned. More relevant research could be reviewed in the introduction to better express the need for research.
8. The synthesis yields (mass per mass, in %) should be provided for the obtained material.

9. Lack of study on the electron-hole recombination, possibly via PL and XPS spectroscopy should be explained properly.

10. Antibacterial study is not up to the mark. Explanation and presentation must be in accordance to present scenario. Author may take help and cite following references.
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11. The figure captions should be written with more informative.
12. Please rewrite the conclusion; it seems like the Abstract. It has to be something different.
13. How could these results be applied in the development of new materials for biomedical applications? 
14. Give utility of this study.

15. The discussion is still poor and should be improved.
16. Figures resolution is poor, provide it in 300 dpi.
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