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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 critical empirical basis for the circular bioeconomy, characterizing underutilized local crops such as plantain as viable, eco-friendly substitutes for synthetic packaging plastics. It is a progress in active packaging technology by mapping the antioxidant potential of regional plant extracts by a multi-mechanistic approach systematically. Ginger is a promising candidate for future bioactive matrices. This bridges the gap between minimization of agricultural waste and functional material science, providing a clear development pathway for sustainable, shelf-life extending food packaging.
	




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 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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	




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 is straightforward, but is scientifically misleading as no actual edible films were formulated or tested in this study. The present title strongly indicates that active films were successfully produced and evaluated. The title should be changed to “Characterization of Botanical Starches and Plant Extracts as Raw Materials for Antioxidant-Based Edible Film Production” to better reflect that this work is strictly a baseline characterization of raw materials.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No.

The abstract is very complete in describing the background, methodology and main quantitative results of the study, but is currently misleading in that it does not state the main boundary of the study, that no actual edible films were formulated or tested. The last two sentences of the abstract should be modified to make the abstract complete and scientifically correct, clearly stating that this is a preliminary phase of raw-material characterization.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

1. Statistical Validation in Table 2: Overall one-way ANOVA for swelling power is not statistically significant (p-value=0.081; >0.05) and thus post-hoc pairwise comparisons cannot be done. The superscript letters (a, b, c) were removed from the swelling power column of Table 2 and the text was changed to state that the differences in swelling power between the starches are not statistically significant at 95% confidence level.
2. Names of chemicals: The ginger (GOA) and garlic (GRA) samples in Table 4 are oils. Here there is a discrepancy. As per the methodology these were obtained by polar solvent assisted maceration with 95% ethanol, hence the chemical classification has to be ethanolic extracts and not oils.
3. Cross-references and redundant text standardized: Can be avoided with the repetition of the “moisture content/plasticizer” paragraph in the Swelling Power and Solubility sub-section by providing an original discussion of the swelling power values (1.40, 1.15 and 1.05 mL/g). Improve the sentence to support the rising power statistics.
	

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

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

	No.

The bibliography is relevant with 36 references but totally out of date for a fast developing field as active food packaging and starch-based material science. No references from the last 4 years (2023 or 2024 or 2025 or 2026) All but one of the cited reviews on biopolymer films are up to a decade old (from 2011–2018).
1. Update material science reviews
2. Add recent starch research on tropicals
3. Reference to specific biochemical pathways
	

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

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

	No.
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