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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 environmentally friendly approach for synthesizing cadmium sulfide (CdS) nanoparticles using *Plectranthus amboinicus* extract, contributing to the growing field of green nanotechnology. By combining structural, optical, and cytotoxicity analyses, it provides valuable insights into the relationship between nanoparticle properties and their biological effects, particularly anticancer activity against MCF-7 breast cancer cells. The study demonstrates that biogenic CdS nanoparticles possess both functional and therapeutic potential, offering a sustainable alternative to conventional chemical synthesis. Overall, this work expands the scientific community’s understanding of plant-mediated nanomaterial fabrication and its implications for biomedical and environmental applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title — “FABRICATION OF CdS NANOPARTICLES AND THEIR UTILISATION IN CYTOTOXICITY IMPACTS” — generally reflects the study’s focus on synthesizing CdS nanoparticles and evaluating their biological activity. However, it can be improved for clarity and scientific precision. The phrase “cytotoxicity impacts” is somewhat vague and grammatically awkward; it would be better to specify the biological system and highlight the green synthesis method.

Suggested Alternative Title

“Green Synthesis of CdS Nanoparticles Using Plectranthus amboinicus Extract and Their Cytotoxic Evaluation Against MCF-7 Breast Cancer Cells.”
	

	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 in your manuscript is clear and informative, but it can be made more comprehensive and balanced. It currently describes the synthesis method, basic characterization (XRD, FESEM, FTIR, UV-Vis), and cytotoxicity results. However, it omits some important contextual and quantitative details that would strengthen its scientific impact
Strengths

Mentions the key materials (Plectranthus amboinicus and CdS nanoparticles).

Clearly states the synthesis method and main characterization techniques.
Provides a quantitative cytotoxicity result (IC₅₀ = 122.015 µg/mL).
Suggested Additions

Research Objective: Add one sentence at the beginning explaining the main purpose or hypothesis (e.g., “This study aims to develop an eco-friendly synthesis route for CdS nanoparticles and evaluate their potential biomedical applications”).

Method Summary: Briefly mention the “green synthesis” aspect explicitly (e.g., “using a plant-based biogenic approach to avoid toxic reagents”).

Key Findings: Include 1–2 sentences summarizing the optical and structural findings (e.g., “The nanoparticles exhibited a cubic phase with an average crystallite size of ~4.5 nm and a blue-shifted band gap of 2.61 eV”).

Significance Statement: End with a short sentence highlighting the importance or application (e.g., “These findings suggest that green-synthesized CdS nanoparticles could serve as promising candidates for anticancer nanotherapy”).
Suggested Deletions or Edits

The phrase “longer wavelength transitions” is unnecessary and can be replaced with a clearer statement about optical behavior.
Simplify the sentence structure; the current abstract is a bit dense and could flow better with 2–3 shorter sentences.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and the work is technically correct in its main parts. The synthesis route, characterization sequence, and biological assay are all consistent with established methods for green CdS nanoparticles. Below is a structured evaluator-style note you can paste in the review form:

The manuscript is, in general, scientifically correct. The green synthesis of CdS nanoparticles using Plectranthus amboinicus is described in a reproducible way, and the subsequent characterization (UV–Vis, XRD, FTIR, FESEM, EDAX, PL) is appropriate for confirming phase, morphology, surface functionalization, and optical properties of CdS NPs. The reported band-gap value (2.61 eV) at ~476 nm is reasonable for quantum-confined CdS and matches the XRD-derived nanoscale size.

 The biological part (MTT assay on MCF-7 cells, comparison with doxorubicin) follows standard cytotoxicity testing and supports the conclusion of dose-dependent inhibition.

However, there are a few minor scientific issues that should be clarified:

IC₅₀ interpretation – the IC₅₀ of 122.015 µg/mL indicates activity, but not very high potency; this should be stated more cautiously (i.e. “promising” rather than “strong”) especially when comparing to doxorubicin.

Cell line labeling – in one place the text says “anticancer activity - cytotoxicity effect of lung cancer” while the experiment is actually on the MCF-7 (breast cancer) cell line; this inconsistency should be corrected to avoid confusion.

Statistics – the abstract mentions triplicates, but the statistical test (e.g. ANOVA / t-test) is not clearly stated; adding the test name and significance level (p < 0.05) would strengthen the scientific rigor.

Language slips in the methods – a few typographical and spacing errors (e.g. “Whiletheir”, “XAY DIFFRACTION”) should be corrected to improve clarity, but they do not affect the science.

With these minor revisions, the manuscript can be considered scientifically acceptable.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are largely sufficient and fairly recent, spanning publications from 2021 to 2025, which reflects good alignment with current research trends in nanotechnology and green synthesis. The inclusion of sources from Science, Advanced Science, Journal of Nanobiotechnology, Molecules, and Scientific Reports demonstrates that the authors consulted reputable and high-impact journals.

However, there are a few ways the reference list can be strengthened to provide better scientific context and credibility:
	

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


	The manuscript’s English language quality is generally adequate for scholarly communication, but it would benefit from minor proofreading and stylistic polishing to enhance clarity and flow. The scientific meaning is clear throughout, and most sections are written in grammatically correct English; however, some issues with spacing, word choice, and sentence structure slightly affect readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is scientifically correct, methodologically sound, and clearly presented. Minor improvements (language polishing, consistent formatting, brief elaboration on cytotoxic mechanism) will make it fully ready 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 detail)
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