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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 explores the potential use of recycled jeans (denim) fibers as a sustainable raw material for paper production. The study is relevant in the current context of environmental concerns and the need for alternative fiber resources in the pulp and paper industry. By focusing on mechanical processing and evaluating the resulting paper properties, the work contributes to ongoing research on sustainable materials and circular economy approaches. The findings provide useful preliminary data that can support further development at pilot and industrial scales.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

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

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

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

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

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	15. 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
	3
	





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.
	No

The title can be improved for clarity and correctness. It is recommended to revise it as:
“Jeans as a Biofiber Material for Paper Applications: Fiber Processing and Property Evaluation”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
The abstract needs improvement in terms of clarity, grammar, and structure. It is quite lengthy and contains repetitive statements. It is suggested to:

Reduce repetition and improve sentence flow
Clearly state objective, methodology, key results, and conclusion
Correct grammatical errors (e.g., “Demin” → “Denim”, “Jans” → “Jeans”)
Present key numerical results in a more structured manner

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
The study is scientifically valid and follows standard TAPPI methods. However, the manuscript requires:

Correction of multiple typographical and grammatical errors
Better organization of the “Results and Discussion” section
More detailed comparison with existing literature
Clear explanation of some experimental observations (e.g., fiber stringing behavior)
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Include more recent references (last 5 years) related to textile recycling and sustainable fibers
Ensure proper formatting consistency
Avoid repetition and improve citation clarity
	

	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 the manuscript
	



PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents an interesting and relevant study on the utilization of recycled denim fibers for paper production. The experimental work is meaningful and follows standard testing procedures. However, the manuscript requires significant improvement in terms of language, grammar, and presentation quality. Several typographical errors and inconsistencies (e.g., “Demin,” “Jans”) need to be corrected throughout the manuscript. The discussion section can be strengthened by comparing the obtained results with existing studies. Overall, the manuscript has potential but requires moderate revision before it can be considered for publication.

The manuscript addresses a relevant topic in sustainable materials and paper production. However, it requires major revision, particularly in terms of language correction, clarity of presentation, and strengthening of the discussion section. Authors are advised to carefully proofread the manuscript and improve the overall quality before resubmission.
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