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Reviewer's comment

Author’s feedback

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific
community?

(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)
2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?

4. Are subsections and structure of the
manuscript appropriate?

5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically
correct?

6. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If
you have suggestion of additional
references, please mention in the review
form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers

are free to provide additional
suggestions/comments)

The field is emerging now adays, the current
work depicts the formation of

nanocomposite using two different methods.

| guess, the work would gain attention.

Yes, it is also good but, please make It more
concise.

Yes.

Almost. However, in the materials and
method section, authors must separate the
antibacterial activity from the
characterization section. Make it another
subheading entitled ‘Antibacterial Assay’.

Yes.

Yes provided references are enough.
| have a few more suggestions which are
given below.

1- The authors mentioned that the
synthesized nanocomposite was
collected using centrifugation at
600rpm. Please check again,
nanoparticles can’t be sedimented at
low centrifugation.

The antibacterial activity has been
separated and mentioned as
‘Antibacterial Assay’ in the
characterization section

The centrifugation is done at 6000
rom and it is wrongly written as 600
rom. So, itis corrected in the
revised manuscript.

Grammatical mistakes are corrected
in the revised manuscript
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2- The manuscript has some
grammatical mistakes. Please
correct them.

Minor REVISION comments | have carefully read the given manuscript. |
have concluded that the current state of the
manuscript is not able to be accepted or
published because it requires some changes.
After the recommended changes, it can be
accepted. However, | decided to put this
manuscript in minor revision.

Optional comments The authors agree with the comments
given by the reviewers and they are
included in the revised manuscript

PART 2:

Reviewer’'s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

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

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?




