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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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.
	Use of WW and Green for Valorized Production, Function and Application:Waste Valorization: Transforms toxic e-waste into high-value nanomaterials, Green Synthesis: Replaces synthetic toxic chemicals with ecofriendly bio-agents (plant extracts ) aquaculture Health : Potent antimicrobial against leading fish pathogens, cost-Effectiveness Utilizes natural agents and recycled copper for cheap little effort to produce these products, Sustainable Environment Impact Addresses the problem of e-waste and yields a circular solution to prevent disease without
environmental destruction
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The title is accurate but it slightly change in this way
" Green Synthesis of CuO Nanoparticles from E-Waste via Mesosphaerum suaveolens: Characterization and Antibacterial Activity Against Fish Pathogens"
	


Review Form (Research)
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	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
Summary Details The summary is thorough and well-structured, succinctly addressing the problem, goals, and numeric outputs accurately from an analytical perspective. Yet, the following revision is recommended.

1. Units standardised: The concentration units were amended from "100 µg/kg" to "100µg/mL", because antimicrobial concentrations in Agar well diffusion assays are measured per unit of volume (mL) and protein should have indicated mass (kg).

2. Plant and bacterial pathogen names were italicized as
required for scientific nomenclature (e.g., Mesosphaerum suaveolens and Streptococcus agalactiae)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The background is logically structured and provides a solid justification for the study by effectively connecting
e-waste recovery, green nanotechnology, and aquaculture
needs.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Yes, the objectives are clearly defined, linking e-waste synthesis to aquaculture application.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The literature is highly relevant and current, featuring many recent citations from 2020 to 2025.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Yes, the methodology is robust and follows standard
protocols	for	synthesis,	characterization,	and antibacterial testing.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not Applicable
Not	applicable,	as	the	study	involves	in-vitro antibacterial  assays  and  does  not  require  ethical
clearance for human or animal subjects."
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Yes, the results are logically organized and supported by precise spectroscopic and microscopic data.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The limitations are not explicitly discussed; adding a
brief section on size control or large-scale feasibility would improve it.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	
5
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	
4
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the content of the study.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, it covers the objectives, methodology, and the main findings clearly.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, it covers the objectives, methodology, and the main findings clearly.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	[bookmark: _GoBack]Yes, the scientific methods and data interpretation are sound and correct.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No

None
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