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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 contributes to the growing scientific discourse on sustainable solutions to plastic pollution by critically examining the environmental potential and limitations of PET-degrading bacterial enzymes. By integrating evidence from environmental microbiology, structural biochemistry, and biotechnology, the study provides a comprehensive understanding of enzymatic PET bioremediation and its relevance to circular economy strategies. The review is particularly important for researchers and environmental policymakers because it highlights both the technological advances and ecological risks associated with large-scale enzymatic applications. Furthermore, the manuscript identifies critical research gaps related to enzyme efficiency, environmental safety, and industrial scalability, thereby offering valuable direction for future interdisciplinary investigations in environmental biotechnology and plastic waste management.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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: 4 = Good
The title is clear, relevant, and appropriately reflects the main focus of the manuscript on PET-degrading bacterial enzymes and their role in plastic bioremediation. It effectively communicates the scientific scope and environmental significance of the study. However, the title could be made slightly more concise and specific to improve readability and enhance its impact for a broader scientific audience.
	

	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 provides a clear overview of the manuscript by presenting the research background, primary focus, and scientific relevance of PET-degrading bacterial enzymes in plastic waste management. It successfully summarizes the major themes and findings discussed in the paper. Nevertheless, the abstract could be strengthened by including more explicit information regarding the methodological approach, key findings, and practical implications to improve its comprehensiveness and clarity for readers.
	

	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’s main themes and effectively represent the core topics discussed in the study, particularly plastic biodegradation, PET-degrading enzymes, and environmental biotechnology. They are useful for indexing and improving the discoverability of the article within scientific databases. However, adding more specific and emerging terms related to enzymatic bioremediation or circular economy approaches could further enhance the visibility and academic reach of the manuscript.

	

	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 background section provides adequate context regarding the global issue of plastic pollution and the scientific relevance of PET-degrading bacterial enzymes. The discussion is generally well organized, progressing logically from environmental concerns to biotechnological solutions. The literature presented supports the rationale of the study effectively; however, the section could be improved by incorporating a more critical synthesis of previous studies and by more clearly identifying the specific research gaps addressed by 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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The objectives of the manuscript are clearly presented and aligned with the overall focus of the study on PET-degrading bacterial enzymes and their application in plastic bioremediation. The paper successfully conveys its intention to examine the mechanisms, potential applications, and challenges associated with enzymatic degradation of PET plastics. However, the objectives could be expressed more explicitly and specifically to strengthen the focus and provide clearer guidance for the structure of the discussion.
	

	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 to the manuscript’s topic and adequately discusses studies related to PET biodegradation, bacterial enzymes, and environmental biotechnology. It supports the scientific framework of the review effectively. However, a more integrated comparison among previous findings would further strengthen the discussion.
	

	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 manuscript includes several recent references that reflect current developments in PET biodegradation research and enzymatic plastic recycling. The inclusion of updated studies enhances the relevance of the review, although incorporating additional very recent publications could further improve its novelty and comprehensiveness.
	

	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 provides a general overview of the reviewed literature; however, the methodology used for literature selection and screening is not explained in sufficient detail. Including information regarding databases, keywords, inclusion criteria, and selection procedures would improve 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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript demonstrates critical discussion of several studies by highlighting the advantages and limitations of PET-degrading enzymes and current bioremediation strategies. Nevertheless, the analysis could be deepened through more explicit comparison of conflicting findings and methodological limitations across studies.
	

	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 paper successfully identifies important research gaps related to enzyme efficiency, scalability, and environmental safety concerns in PET biodegradation technologies. The proposed future directions are relevant and provide meaningful guidance for advancing research in environmental biotechnology and sustainable waste management.
	

	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 logically derived from the discussions presented throughout the manuscript. They effectively summarize the major findings and emphasize the scientific significance of PET-degrading bacterial enzymes. However, the conclusion could be strengthened by presenting more specific recommendations for future applications and policy implications.
	

	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
Some limitations related to enzymatic efficiency and practical implementation are mentioned; however, the manuscript does not discuss its overall review limitations in sufficient depth. A clearer explanation of limitations in literature coverage, methodological scope, or data availability would improve the academic rigor of the paper.
	

	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: 5 = Excellent
The manuscript uses high-quality references derived primarily from peer-reviewed scientific journals and authentic academic sources. The cited literature is relevant, credible, and appropriate for supporting the scientific arguments presented in the 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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is generally written in clear and understandable scientific language, making the content accessible to readers within the field. The organization and terminology are appropriate; however, minor grammatical refinements and sentence restructuring in certain sections could further improve readability and flow.
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The manuscript presents scientifically sound discussions supported by relevant literature and appropriate scientific arguments related to PET-degrading bacterial enzymes and plastic bioremediation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
The manuscript uses sufficient references from credible peer-reviewed sources, including several recent studies relevant to environmental biotechnology and plastic biodegradation research.
	

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

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

	NO
No significant ethical issues were identified in the manuscript.
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