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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 is important for the scientific community because it summarizes the current understanding of biocomposites as sustainable alternatives to conventional synthetic composites. It highlights the structure, components, and wide application areas of biocomposites, especially in construction, automotive engineering, packaging, and agriculture, which makes the paper useful for researchers working at the intersection of materials science, environmental sustainability, and applied engineering. Overall, the manuscript contributes to the growing discussion on environmentally responsible materials and supports the development of greener technologies for future industrial use.
	





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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The title is clear, relevant, and directly reflects the subject of the manuscript. It appropriately introduces the focus on biocomposites and their potential in modern applications.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The abstract gives a good overview of the topic, covering the importance, composition, applications, and environmental relevance of biocomposites. It is informative and suitable for a review-type manuscript.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The keywords are relevant to the manuscript and help represent its main focus. They are useful, although a few additional specific terms could further improve indexing.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The manuscript provides sufficient background information and introduces the topic in a logical and reader-friendly way. The progression from general context to specific aspects of biocomposites is well organized.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The overall objective of the manuscript is clear from the introduction and abstract. The paper successfully conveys its purpose of presenting the potential, components, and applications of biocomposites.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The literature review is relevant and covers important areas such as fibre types, matrices, and practical applications. It provides readers with a broad understanding of the field.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The review includes a fair number of recent references along with foundational studies. This combination gives both background context and contemporary relevance.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The manuscript presents the reviewed literature in a structured way, although the search methodology could be described more explicitly. Still, the selection of topics appears appropriate for the scope of the review.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The paper provides a useful summary of the available literature and discusses different materials and applications. A somewhat deeper critical comparison of studies would make the review even stronger.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The manuscript points to the need for further research to improve the performance and broader applicability of biocomposites. This gives a useful indication of future research directions.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The conclusions are logical and consistent with the literature discussed in the manuscript. They appropriately summarize the value of biocomposites and the need for continued research.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
The manuscript touches on current challenges and the need for additional studies. A more explicit statement of limitations would be helpful, but the discussion still acknowledges that the field requires further development.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The reference list is generally relevant and includes many scientific sources appropriate for the topic. With minor improvements in consistency and formatting, it would become even stronger.
	
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The manuscript is generally written in clear and understandable language. Minor language editing and proofreading would further improve readability and presentation.
	





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.
The title is suitable because it clearly reflects the topic and general focus of the manuscript on biocomposites and their potential.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
The abstract provides a good general overview of the topic, including the significance, composition, applications, and sustainability relevance of biocomposites.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor revision.
The manuscript is scientifically sound in its general presentation of biocomposites, their components, and applications. However, some statements would benefit from more precise wording, stronger critical analysis, and careful language editing to improve scientific clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, with minor improvement recommended.
The references are generally sufficient and relevant for a review paper, and they include both foundational and relatively recent studies. Still, the manuscript could be strengthened further by adding a few more recent high-impact references and by carefully checking formatting consistency.
	

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

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

	No.
At present, there are no clear ethical issues apparent from the manuscript itself.
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