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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 provides a useful and timely review of rabbit skin as a potential source of collagenous biomaterials for pharmaceutical and biomedical applications. It brings together available evidence on collagen extraction, processing methods, biomaterial properties, and potential applications while also highlighting important translational challenges. The manuscript is valuable because it identifies gaps in the current literature and discusses areas requiring further investigation before rabbit-skin-derived collagen can be more widely adopted. Overall, the review can provide useful guidance for researchers working on collagen-based biomaterials and sustainable biomaterial sources.
	 


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5
The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope and critical nature of the review.
	

	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
	5

The abstract provides a clear summary of the background, review approach, major findings, evidence gaps, and translational implications.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The keywords are relevant and appropriately represent the major concepts, material source, applications, and biomaterial focus 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
	5

The background is well organized and provides sufficient context regarding collagen biomaterials, existing sources, and the rationale for investigating rabbit skin.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The objectives are clearly stated and appropriately aligned with the scope and critical appraisal presented in the manuscript.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The literature reviewed is relevant to collagen extraction, characterization, processing, biomedical applications, safety, and translational considerations of rabbit skin.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The review incorporates recent literature while also appropriately including older foundational studies relevant to rabbit collagen structure and properties.
	

	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

The manuscript provides an adequate description of the literature identification and screening approach, although additional details regarding search strings, databases, and inclusion/exclusion criteria could further improve 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
	5

The manuscript provides a strong critical assessment by distinguishing established evidence from preliminary findings and identifying methodological and translational weaknesses in the existing literature.
	

	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
	5

The manuscript clearly identifies important research gaps and provides specific future directions, particularly regarding standardization, safety assessment, comparative studies, and preclinical validation.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5

The conclusions are well supported by the evidence presented and appropriately distinguish the demonstrated physicochemical potential of rabbit collagen from its currently limited biomedical validation.
	

	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
	5
The limitations of the review are explicitly discussed, including its narrative synthesis approach and the absence of quantitative pooling and formal risk-of-bias assessment.
	

	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
The references are generally relevant and include both foundational and recent peer-reviewed sources. Some additional recent studies could further strengthen coverage of biomedical translation and regulatory considerations.
	

	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
The manuscript is generally clear, coherent, and scientifically written. Minor editing for sentence length, readability, and language consistency would further improve 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 appropriate, specific, and accurately reflects the scope of the manuscript. It clearly indicates the source material, intended applications, and critical appraisal of the available evidence.
	

	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 clearly summarizes the rationale, literature assessment, major findings, evidence gaps, and translational challenges. It appropriately distinguishes the established physicochemical evidence from the limited biomedical validation.
	

	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 presents a balanced interpretation of the available evidence. The authors appropriately avoid overstating the biomedical potential of rabbit-skin-derived collagen and clearly distinguish demonstrated findings from areas that remain insufficiently validated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

The references are generally sufficient and include both foundational studies and recent literature relevant to collagen biomaterials, processing, characterization, and biomedical applications. A small number of additional recent studies could further strengthen the discussion of emerging biomedical and regulatory developments.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	NO

The manuscript addresses a relevant and potentially useful topic and provides a balanced critical appraisal rather than simply describing the potential of rabbit skin as a collagen source. The major strength is its clear identification of the gap between physicochemical characterization and actual biomedical validation. Overall, I consider the manuscript suitable for publication after minor revisions addressing clarity, methodological reporting, and strengthening of some recent references.
	


Reviewer details:

Siddhardha Nanda, Columbia University in the City of New York, USA
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