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PART 1: Review Comments 

 

 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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments  

 
1. The results and discussion is too brief. I suggest the authors should include the possible 

reasons why PVP-Glu-Ag-NPs was more effective when compared to other Ag NPs. Did 

other researchers report similar finding? Is the size a factor? 

2. The conclusion is also too brief. 
 
3. I suggest the authors should include a table, comparing the effects of the different types 

of synthesized AgNPs. Table 3 is not clear. It only indicates the concentration of AgNPs 

solution but does not specify which type of AgNPs is in the concentration. 

 

Minor REVISION comments  

 
The same referencing style should be used. 

 

Optional/General comments  
It is a good research. However, I suggest that the authors address the issues that I have 
raised, thoroughly. 
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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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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