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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.

	This manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely issue within sustainable materials science and circular bioeconomy by repositioning sericin from a waste byproduct to a strategic biomaterial. The topic holds strong interdisciplinary value across environmental engineering, biotechnology, and industrial sustainability. The emphasis on waste valorization aligns well with global sustainability agendas and circular economy transitions.

However, while the manuscript demonstrates strong conceptual relevance, its scientific contribution is currently limited by insufficient critical synthesis, weak articulation of research gaps, and lack of methodological transparency. Strengthening these areas would significantly improve its impact and suitability for publication.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4. Good.
The title is straightforward and interesting, although it might be refined by specifying the scope of the review or methodological approach to be more specific.
	

	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
	4. Good
The abstract is effectively organized. But it does not provide any quantitative or comparative details to make it more scientific and more interesting to readers.
	

	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. Good
Keywords are relevant yet must contain more general indexing terms like the idea of a circular economy or waste valorization.
	

	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. Good
The introduction gives a solid ground on the context of the introduction. Nonetheless, it could use a better statement of the problem and a more direct connection to the sustainability frameworks.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3. Satisfactory
The paper does not present clearly defined objectives. They ought to be properly outlined to control the reader and organize the review.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3. Satisfactory
The literature used is pertinent but mostly descriptive. Comparative analysis of studies is limited.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4. Good.
Some of the recent sources are incorporated in the manuscript, but to make the manuscript more relevant, the most recent (last 2-3 years) high-impact studies should be included.
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2. Needs Improvement
The process of literature selection, filtering and analysis is not described in the manuscript. Transparency of review requires a well-defined section on methodology.
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2. Needs Improvement
The paper gives an overview of research and does not critically assess them. Issues of contradictions, constraints and comparative insights are not adequately addressed.
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3. satisfactory 
The gaps in research are implicated but, not delineated. There would be better clarity and contribution on a special section that would synthesize gaps.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4. Good
Conclusions are reasonable but do not provide powerful forward-looking and actionable recommendations.
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2. Needs Improvement
There are no limitations explicitly mentioned. This is a huge oversight in a review paper.
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4. Good.
The sources of references are predominantly credible peer-reviewed sources. However, more high-impact journal citations are recommended.
	

	14. 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. Good
This manuscript is not very difficult to understand, although some grammatical polishing and better adherence to the scholarly tones are needed.
	



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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Needs to include major findings and more impactful statement.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	

        YES, but needs higher level of analysis and confirmation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	
Adequate but need to be more recent and high impact.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	        

No
	



PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The paper has great potential and relevance, but significant changes are needed, especially in methodological transparency, critical analysis, and articulating the research gap. I suggest re-evaluation with significant revisions.

Conceptual relevance and adequate foundation of the manuscript are high but there is lack of adequate analytical rigor and methodological clarity. As it has been greatly improved, it can be published.
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