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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 work addresses the worldwide plastic pollution crisis by showing a viable, reproducible method for generating functionally active PETase enzyme in Escherichia coli BL21DE3. This study advances environmental biotechnology by providing an eco-friendly alternative to landfilling and incineration, which are expensive and pollute. The detailed experimental protocols and comprehensive characteriszation of recombinant PETase activity can help researchers develop enzyme-based biodegradation strategies, accelerating the translation of laboratory findings into sustainable plastic waste management and environmental remediation applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	‘’Vector Designing’’. This phrase is grammatically awkward.

Limited scope indication. The title doesn't convey that the study includes expression, purification, and functional characterization, which are major contributions.

Generic phrasing ‘’Plastic degrading gene’’ is less precise than directly naming PET biodegradation.

I recommended this title ‘’Expression and Characterization of Recombinant PETase in E. coli BL21(DE3) for PET Plastic Degradation’’
	

	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 is clear in stating the aim, cloning strategy, and verification of PETase expression, but it could be strengthened by:

1. Emphasizing the enzyme’s functional performance.

· Include a brief quantitative statement of PET hydrolysis (e.g. rate of monomer release or weight loss of PET film).

· Report optimal reaction conditions (temperature, pH) identified for recombinant PETase activity.

2. Highlighting purification yield and enzyme purity.

· State the recovery percentage after chromatography and the specific activity of the purified enzyme.

3. Clarifying novelty and broader impact.

· Explicitly compare your recombinant expression system’s yield or activity to previously published PETase studies.

· Add one sentence on how this system could be scaled or integrated into waste-treatment workflows.

I suggested you to Revised abstract according to this:
       Introduction, Background and environmental need
      Research Methods
     Research Aim, Research Question, Research gap
    Implications for scalable plastic waste recycling
   Future Recommendation and Conclusion 

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound overall. 

· Cloning and expression strategy

· Protein expression and purification
· Enzyme activity assessment

· Data interpretation and conclusions


Minor suggestions:
Include Michaelis–Menten kinetic parameters (Km, Vmax) to quantify activity.
Provide mass-balance data for PET monomer release to strengthen functional validation.

These additions would further substantiate the enzyme’s performance, but do not detract from the current scientific correctness of the manuscript.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current reference list covers foundational PETase discovery and early engineering studies but could be strengthened by incorporating the latest advances from 2023–2025.
	

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


	The manuscript’s English is generally clear and understandable for scholarly communication, with accurate use of technical terminology. A few areas could benefit from minor language polishing:

· Sentence structure: Simplify some long, complex sentences for readability (e.g., split “Protein expression was induced, and the total protein concentration was estimate” into two sentences).

· Consistency: Ensure uniform use of past tense in Methods and present tense in Results/Discussion.

· Word choice: Replace informal phrases (e.g., “visible bands”) with precise terms (“distinct bands corresponding to ~27 kDa”).

· Grammar: Correct occasional articles and prepositions 

Overall, only light Revised is required to meet high publication standards.


	

	Optional/General comments


	Revise the abstract to present your key achievements and findings with greater clarity. Clearly state the objectives, summarize the main experimental results (e.g., cloning success, expression yield, enzyme activity), and highlight the significance of those results for PET biodegradation.

Strengthen and streamline the Introduction. Begin with the environmental problem of PET accumulation, then succinctly review prior PETase research before stating your study’s specific aims. Ensure logical flow and avoid overly long sentences.

Improve all figures and images. Replace low-resolution graphics with high-quality versions, apply consistent formatting (font, line weights, color schemes), and ensure each panel is legible when printed. In particular, revise Figure 1 for clarity: enlarge labels, adjust contrast, and simplify any crowded elements.

Rewrite the Results section in clear, concise language. Present each finding in its own paragraph, objectively describe the data, and reference figures or tables in the order they appear.

Enhance the Conclusion by explicitly summarizing what was achieved (e.g., successful recombinant PETase expression and preliminary activity data), the implications for scalable plastic recycling, and recommended next steps.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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