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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 as it provides a detailed analysis of post-consumer textile waste and its potential for sustainable reuse within the denim production chain. It applies life cycle assessment and Monte Carlo simulation to offer robust insights into environmental impacts, particularly global warming potential. The study also identifies key influencing factors, such as cotton input and waste fraction, which are crucial for improving sustainability in textile manufacturing. Overall, it contributes to advancing research in circular economy and sustainable material innovation.

	





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
	

	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
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	





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 generally suitable as it clearly reflects the core focus on denim textile manufacturing, post-consumer waste, and sustainability impact. It effectively conveys the scope of the study, including the supply chain perspective and environmental relevance. However, it is somewhat long and complex, so simplifying or making it more concise could improve clarity and readability while retaining its key themes.

	

	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 as it covers the key elements of the study, including the aim, background, methodology, and major findings. It clearly highlights the focus on textile waste recycling, life cycle analysis, and environmental impact, which helps readers quickly understand the research scope. However, it could be improved by making it more concise and better structured, with clearer emphasis on the main results and contributions. Overall, it is informative but can be refined for greater clarity and impact.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound, using established methods like life cycle assessment and Monte Carlo simulation. The concepts related to textile waste and cotton processing align with existing scientific knowledge. However, some areas require clearer explanations, stronger justification, and improved methodological transparency.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and reasonably recent. The manuscript includes several studies from 2023–2025, which aligns well with current research trends in textile recycling and sustainability. Recent literature shows that textile waste management and cotton recycling technologies are actively evolving fields with many updated studies published in the last few year
	

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

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

	There are no major ethical issues evident in the manuscript. It is a review-based study and does not involve human or animal subjects, so ethical approval is not required. However, proper citation and avoidance of any potential plagiarism should be ensured, and the use of secondary data should be appropriately acknowledged.
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
[bookmark: _GoBack]The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic in sustainable textile manufacturing and circular economy, with a strong focus on denim waste valorization. While the study demonstrates methodological strength with life cycle assessment and Monte Carlo simulation, the manuscript would benefit from improved clarity in methodology, more concise structuring, and stronger justification of assumptions and data sources. Additionally, minor language revisions and inclusion of more recent high-impact references are recommended. The paper has merit but requires moderate revision before being considered for publication.
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