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	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	The manuscript presents a relevant and innovative contribution to the biomedical field, particularly for the development of prosthetic sockets in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs). By investigating composites based on coconut fiber and epoxy resin, the study explores a potentially sustainable and cost-effective alternative to conventional prosthetic materials. The work provides valuable insights into how varying fiber–resin ratios influence the mechanical performance of the composite, which is critical for ensuring durability and functionality in prosthetic applications. Overall, this research contributes to the advancement of accessible and affordable prosthetic technologies for resource-limited settings.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title suggested is unique and acceptable
	

	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 comprehensive. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and presents a reasonable comparison of mechanical properties among different materials considered for prosthetic socket applications. The authors’ perspective on utilizing coconut fiber as a potential alternative material is both interesting and scientifically plausible, particularly in the context of developing cost-effective solutions for low- and middle-income countries (LMICs).

However, several aspects of the manuscript could be improved to strengthen its scientific clarity and completeness:

1. The authors should provide a brief comparison with other alternative materials (besides coconut fiber) that have been explored as replacements for carbon fiber in prosthetic socket applications, particularly those suitable for LMIC contexts.

2. In lines 55–59, where the manuscript states, “Theoretically, this review draws on the material functionality theory, which emphasizes that materials used in medical applications must satisfy both clinical functionality and environmental sustainability,” the authors should clearly specify which materials are being referred to and how they relate to this concept.

3. The manuscript would benefit from including recent comparative studies or advances related to alternative prosthetic socket materials, followed by a clearer justification of why coconut fiber composites may be particularly suitable for LMIC applications.

4. In lines 143–145, the statement regarding the superior dermodynamic properties, lower thermal conductivity, and partial biodegradability of coconut fiber–based composites require an appropriate supporting citation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally appropriate and relevant to the topic. However, for a review-type article, the number of references appears somewhat limited to provide comprehensive support from a research standpoint. Incorporating additional recent studies would strengthen the discussion and provide broader evidence for the claims presented. If further materials or expanded analysis are included in the manuscript, corresponding updated and relevant references should also be added.
	

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


	Yes the language used in the manuscript is accurate and correct. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The term “Fibre” should be revised to “Fiber” to maintain consistency with the spelling used in the manuscript title.

2. The authors are also encouraged to perform a thorough editorial review using the editing and grammar suggestions available in Microsoft Word to improve overall clarity, grammar, and consistency throughout the manuscript.

3. The figures 1 and 2, needs to be of better quality. 
4. The tables 1, 2 and 3 needs to be arranged well in terms of alignment and color to showcase the quality of work to the journal.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There is no ethical issue in this manuscript
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