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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.

	The study supports the advancement of eco-friendly materials and sustainable development. The manuscript provides important insights into biocomposites as sustainable alternatives to conventional synthetic materials by addressing environmental and health concerns. The authors have compiled current knowledge on their composition, properties and applications, therefore making the manuscript a valuable reference source in its field. 
  
	



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 clear and aligned with the manuscript content. However, it can be improved by highlighting the focus on applications and sustainability to better capture the scope of the manuscript. 

	

	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
Abstract is comprehensive and provide a solid overview of the manuscript, outlining the background, significance, key concepts, and applications of biocomposites. 

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
The provided keywords are relevant. However, they are too broad and limiting the scope. I suggest to include more specific and targeted terms such as “natural fibres, biopolymer, sustainable materials, and green composites” to enhance discoverability.

	

	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 background information is sufficient and provides a clear overview of conventional composites, their limitations, and the need of sustainable alternatives. The manuscript content is well-organised and well-structured allowing readers to understand the context and significance of the study. However, more critical discussion by using recent and latest advancement references will further strengthen the manuscript.

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Need Improvement
The objectives are implied within the introduction but are not explicitly or clearly articulated as specific aims. A more concise and clearly defined objective statement would improve clarity and focus.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Need Improvement
The literature review is relevant, covering key aspects of biocomposites including materials, properties, and applications across multiple sectors, however, I would suggest to the authors to use a more recent references (2020 – 2026) to strengthen the relevancy to the information and discussion.


	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Need Improvement
The literature review includes a mix of recent and foundational references, ensuring a solid knowledge base. However, incorporating more up-to-date studies would further strengthen its 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
	2 = Need Improvement
The manuscript does not clearly describe the literature search strategy such as databases, keywords, selection criteria, which limits transparency and reproducibility.
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript primarily presents findings from individual studies in a descriptive manner rather than critically analyzing, comparing, or synthesizing the information. Therefore, the manuscript lacks deeper critical comparison, evaluation of methodologies, or discussion of conflicting findings.

	

	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
Some gaps and future needs are mentioned, particularly regarding performance and stability, but they are not extensively or systematically discussed. Suggestion to the author, to provide a more comprehensive identification of gaps would strengthen the review's contribution.

	

	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
The conclusions are consistent with the reviewed content and logically summarize the importance and potential of biocomposites. However, they are somewhat brief and could more explicitly tie back to key findings from the various application areas and fiber types covered, which would make the logical progression even clearer.

	

	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 = Need Improvement
The manuscript does not explicitly discuss its own limitations, such as scope or coverage of the review. Therefore, it is advice to the authors to improve the manuscript by including the study limitations.

	

	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 references are generally from credible, peer-reviewed sources, though a stronger emphasis on more recent high-impact studies would improve quality. While the majority are from authentic sources, there is a small presence of references from less traditional outlets. Overall, the reference quality is solid and appropriate for a scholarly review.

	

	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
The manuscript is generally clear and understandable, though minor grammatical and stylistic improvements could enhance readability. I suggest to go through an English Editing and proofreading before publications.
	




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 as it clearly reflects the focus on biocomposites and their potential. However, it could be slightly refined for greater specificity, for example: 

“Biocomposites: A Review of Materials, Properties, and Applications for Sustainable Development.”

Or 

"Biocomposites for a Sustainable Future: A Review of Natural Fiber Reinforcements, Matrices, and Applications"

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The abstract is comprehensive and effectively summarizes the background, significance, and applications of biocomposites. Minor improvement could include briefly highlighting the key insights or unique contributions of the review to strengthen its impact.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The manuscript is scientifically sound and consistent with established knowledge in the field of biocomposites. Minor improvements could include providing more critical comparisons between studies and ensuring consistency in terminology and data presentation.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
While the references are generally sufficient, they are not consistently recent. The manuscript would benefit from including more up-to-date studies (minimum from 2020), particularly on advanced biocomposites technologies, nanocellulose-based systems, and emerging applications, to better reflect current research trends and strengthen its scientific relevance.

	

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

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

	No
There are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript. The content is a review of existing literature and does not involve human or animal subjects, nor does it raise concerns related to data integrity or research misconduct.
	



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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript presents a comprehensive overview of biocomposites and highlights their relevance in sustainable material development. However, in my opinion, a review article should provide a clearer description of the literature search methodology to improve transparency and reproducibility. Additionally, the manuscript currently leans more toward descriptive summarization rather than critical analysis. With that, I highly suggest the authors to strengthen the discussion through comparative evaluation of studies and clearer identification of research gaps would significantly enhance its scientific contribution. The authors are also encouraged to use visualisation methods by incorporating tables or figures to further clarify the content of the manuscript. The inclusion of more recent high-impact references is recommended to ensure the review reflects the latest advancements in the field. Minor improvements in language clarity and structure would also further improve readability. Overall, the manuscript has good potential but would benefit from moderate revisions before being considered for publication.
Recommendation: Major Revision

The manuscript addresses a timely and important topic for biocomposites as sustainable alternatives to synthetic composites and provides a broad overview of fiber types, matrices, and applications across multiple sectors. The content is scientifically sound, well-organized thematically, and draws from a range of reputable sources. However, several deficiencies prevent it from being accepted in its current form.
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