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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
This is a clear, detailed, and well-organized review on silk sericin — from its source and extraction to its many uses in cosmetics and other fields. The topic is timely, especially with the focus on sustainability and turning waste into valuable products. The authors cover different extraction methods well and explain how each affects the protein’s benefits. They also use a lot of up-to-date research (2023–2025), which makes the review current.
That said, a few parts could be made easier to read by breaking up long sentences and improving the flow. Adding figures, diagrams, or a table comparing extraction methods would make it even more engaging and easier to follow.
	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This review will be useful for scientists, cosmetic developers, and anyone interested in sustainable materials. It shows how silk sericin can be recovered and used in high-value products instead of being thrown away, which supports a circular economy. It also gives a good summary of recent progress and future directions, which could inspire further research in materials science, biotechnology, and cosmetics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, accurate, and fits the content well. No change is needed.
	

	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.


	The abstract gives a good summary of the work and clearly explains the topic and main points. To make it even stronger, it could briefly mention biomedical uses in addition to cosmetic applications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the science is correct and well-supported by research. The explanation of how extraction methods affect sericin’s quality is clear and accurate.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are recent, relevant, and sufficient. The review could be improved by briefly comparing sericin with other natural proteins used in cosmetics, like collagen or keratin, with a few extra citations.
	

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


	The English is generally clear and appropriate for academic writing, but some sentences are long and could be simplified. Shorter sentences and smoother transitions would make it easier to read.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. Add a table summarizing extraction methods, key properties, and applications.

2. Include one or two diagrams showing sericin’s structure and uses.

3. A short section on regulatory approval in major markets (EU, USA, Asia) would make it more practical for industry readers.
The review is thorough, relevant, and based on solid research. Only small changes are needed to improve readability and add visual summaries.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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