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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.

	The manuscript presents a study on the electrochemical characterization of a silicon-carbon paste electrode in contact with indigo carmine (IC) for potential sensor applications, particularly for mercury detection. The topic is relevant to the fields of electroanalytical chemistry and environmental monitoring. The work demonstrates a clear experimental approach using cyclic voltammetry and provides an interesting discussion on the interfacial phenomena and equivalent circuit modeling.
	

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

	Yes
	

	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.

	No, the abstract is not comprehensive. It should delete the generic opening line and add specific results and conclusions about the novel silicon-carbon electrode's performance, such as key electrochemical parameters and its advantage over standard carbon paste.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The science behind the study is sound, but the manuscript in its current state contains a critical error that must be fixed to be considered scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Need corrections
	

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

	
Need improvements

	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript in its current form requires significant revisions before it can be considered for publication. Please consider the following points:
- The manuscript describes results but does not present the actual, experimental data (e.g., voltammograms) to support its claims. It feels like a proposal rather than a completed study.
-The abstract must specify the study’s actual findings rather than general IC behavior, and The introduction strongly emphasizes mercury detection, but the results section contains no experimental data for it. The discussion on sensing is purely speculative.
- While AI-generated images (Figures 1, 4, 9) may serve as conceptual aids, they cannot replace empirical characterization data. The actual morphology of the fabricated electrodes must be verified using techniques such as Scanning Electron Microscopy (SEM) to provide concrete evidence of material structure.
-The electrochemical methods section requires correction: the claim that parameters like Rtc and Zw can be derived from CV must be removed or rigorously supported by credible literature, and EIS should be employed to properly characterize the electrode–electrolyte interface.
-The most critical revision is to include all original experimental voltammograms; Figures 5 and 6 must be replaced with the actual data obtained in this study.
-The discussion of the voltammograms (peak potentials, currents) is acceptable but should be directly linked to the presented figures.
-Section 3.2 and Tables 1–2, which claim to extract impedance parameters from CV, must be thoroughly re-evaluated; if EIS was not conducted, this section should be removed entirely, but if it was performed, the data must be properly presented with Nyquist and Bode plots.
-Section 3.3 on mercury detection is purely hypothetical and should only be retained if the authors provide experimental evidence of IC–Hg complexation, adsorption, and the corresponding voltammetric response on their electrode.
-The conclusions must be rewritten to accurately reflect the study’s actual findings, omitting unsupported claims such as detailed equivalent circuit modeling or sensor performance metrics not demonstrated by the data.
-The manuscript requires thorough proofreading by a native English speaker or professional editing service to correct grammatical errors and improve fluency for example, “Activity electrochemistry” should be “Electrochemical activity,” and section headings like “Materials and methods” should follow standard capitalization as “Materials and Methods.”
- The reference list is inadequate, overly reliant on the authors’ older publications (2016–2017), and lacks sufficient recent sources (from the past five years) to reflect current advancements and establish relevance within the state-of-the-art.

	
















	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883][bookmark: _Hlk156057704][bookmark: _Hlk209632241]PART  2: 


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


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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