

	Name:
	UTTAR PRADESH JOURNAL OF ZOOLOGY

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_UPJOZ_5622

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	A SHORT COMPARATIVE REVIEW OF: THE BIOSYNTHESIS OF SILVER NANOPARTICLES FROM CATHARANTHUS ROSEUS FOR ANTIBACTERIAL ACTIVITY

	Type of the Article
	Review Article



[bookmark: _Hlk171324449][bookmark: _Hlk170903434]
	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 is a high-quality manuscript with a significant scientific contribution that shows clarity in the review process. From the abstract, it shows this paper concentrates on 2013-2023 research articles, which give us comprehensive information published on this research topic for this time frame. The adaptiveness of the concise titles and subtopics "Inclusion Criteria" and "Exclusion Criteria" within the manuscript makes it particularly impactful. With some minor adjustments to the title, introductions, and references, as well as correction of typos, this manuscript should be of great importance to the scientific community.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Rephrase the title for clarity; I recommend: 
 
A SHORT COMPARATIVE REVIEW OF THE BIOSYNTHESIS OF SILVER NANOPARTICLES FROM CATHARANTHUS ROSEUS FOR ANTIBACTERIAL ACTIVITY 
 
OR this if the use of a colon ":" is necessary:
 
CATHARANTHUS ROSEUS SILVER NANOPARTICLES BIOSYNTHESIS FOR ANTIBACTERIAL ACTIVITY: A SHORT COMPARATIVE REVIEW

	

	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 background section is well written, but it would be more suitable to add a little summary about the mechanism.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript is scientifically backed up, as it comes with a clear research question, and the writing approach is clear enough: "The decade data of the research papers provides a compilation of the significance and activity of silver ions that have been synthesized from C. roseus." The conclusions are balanced and clearly written. Although the manuscript needs a little tweak, as stated in the comments. Overall, the manuscript has excellent scientific reliability.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent enough, but kindly indicate where references 21, 27, and 30 were used in the in-text citation. 
 
Also, references 1 and 5 refer to the same paper. 
 
Reference 10 Doi is incorrect: this is the right one: "10.4103/0973-8398.134925."
 
Reference 10 Doi is incorrect: this is the right one. 
 
"https://doi.org/10.1039/C4RA13117G" 
 
Kindly verify the reference. 31 sources

	

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

	Minor typo: 
 
"nanom aterials" instead of "nanomaterials." 
 
From the mechanism, "In in addition to damaging bacterial cytoplasmic membranes and limiting DNA replication, silver ions can also promote cell death by lowering intracellular adenosine triphosphate concentration [17]."  Instead of "In addition to damaging bacterial cytoplasmic membranes and limiting DNA replication, silver ions can also promote cell death by lowering intracellular adenosine triphosphate concentration [17]." 
 
For the mechanism, it would be beneficial to include the meaning of MDR bacteria in brackets. 
 
These four graphs under "CHARACTERIZATION OF SILVER NANOPARTICLES SYNTHESIZED FROM CATHARANTHUS ROSEUS BY UV-SPECTROSCOPY" need proper references.
 
I would suggest you label this "µg/µl; µg/ml; mM" part of table 2 as concentration, since they have various units. 
 
Since "Inclusion Criteria:" has a colon, there is a need for a colon on "Exclusion Criteria." 
 
Apart from that, it is written in clear, communicative language. suitable for scholarly communication
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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