Reviewer 1
	No.
	Reviewers’ Comments
	Respond

	1.
	Novelty needs to be established more clearly (Pages 1-2)
	Added to the second last paragraph of Introduction (Page 2, Sect 1)

	2.
	Electrospinning parameters require clarification (Page 3)
	The authors acknowledge that the positive needle voltage was not independently recorded in the original experimental documentation. Therefore, the manuscript has been revised to report the collector voltage explicitly and avoid calculation of an effective potential difference that cannot be verified retrospectively (Page 3, Sect 2.2)

	3.
	Important environmental electrospinning parameters are missing (Page 3)
	The experiments were conducted under laboratory ambient conditions; however, relative humidity was not continuously monitored during the original experiments. This limitation has now been acknowledged (Page 3, Sect 2.2)

	4.
	Drug-loading terminology should be clarified (Page 2-3)
	Weight percentage of Que relative to PCL total weight has been acknowledged (Page 3, Sect 2.2)

	5.
	Drug-release methodology and calculation need substantial clarification (Pages 4 and 9-10)
	Cumulative drug release profile was added as suggested (Page 9, Sect 3.5)

	6.
	Drug-release kinetic modelling should be included (Pages 9–10)
	Added and discussed (Page 10, Sect 3.5)

	7.
	Mechanical-property comparison is insufficient (Page 8)
	Justification on exclusion of PCL/Que5 and PCL/Que10 has been done (Page 8, Sect 3.4)

	8.
	Statistical reporting needs improvement throughout the Results (Pages 5–11)
	Checked.

	9.
	The interpretation of cell viability above 100% needs greater caution (Pages 10–11)
	Explanation was done in Discussion (Page 13, Sect 4)

	10.
	Figure and table numbering must be corrected (Pages 7–11)
	Corrected (Page 9, Table 2)

	11.
	The Discussion contains substantial repetition of the Results (Pages 11–13)
	Discussion is the elaboration of results obtained mentioned in Results part.

	12.
	The Conclusion should identify the optimal formulation more carefully (Page 13)
	Identified.



Reviewer 2
	No.
	Reviewers’ Comments
	Respond

	1.
	The Abstract should report the most important numerical results, including representative fiber diameter, drug-release performance, mechanical changes, and cell-viability results
	Revised and corrected (Page 1)

	2.
	Clinical/application context requires better definition
	Checked.

	3.
	Material information should be checked
	Checked.

	4.
	SEM analysis requires stronger statistical support
	Statistical analysis was done on the average of fiber diameter.

	5.
	FTIR interpretation should demonstrate interaction, not merely component presence
	Further discussion was added (Page 6, Sect 3.2)

	6.
	Thermal analysis should be quantified
	Quantification discussion was added (Page 7, Sect 3.3)

	7.
	Terminology concerning DTGA should be corrected
	Corrected (Page 3, Sect 2.3)

	8.
	Mechanical testing methodology requires more detail
	Added (Page 4, Sect 2.4)

	9.
	The release-profile interpretation appears internally inconsistent
	Kinetic modeling was added to give more comprehensive analysis (Page 10, Sect 3.5)

	10.
	The claim relating the D9 increase to polymer degradation requires evidence
	The sentence has been restructured as the release could not be reflected to degradation as no degradation testing was done (Page 9, Sect 3.5)

	11.
	Cytocompatibility evaluation should follow recognized criteria
	The evaluation has been discussed according to recognized criteria (Page 13, Sect 4)

	12.
	The decline of PCL/Que15 viability at 72h requires deeper analysis
	Justification has been added (Page 13, Sect 4)

	13.
	Language and scientific writing require comprehensive editing (throughout)
	Language and scientific writing were checked and edited.

	14.
	Figures require significant presentation improvement
	Checked and corrected.

	15.
	The manuscript would benefit from a clearer structure connecting formulation  properties  performance
	Acknowledged. Thank you for suggestions.



