Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	European Journal of Nutrition & Food Safety 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_EJNFS_144630

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	STUDY OF BIODEGRADATION OF DEVELOPED EDIBLE CUTLERY ENRICHED WITH SAGO & RAGI FLOUR

	Type of the Article
	


	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
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	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 addresses the critical global issue of plastic pollution by exploring a sustainable alternative: edible cutlery. The research is timely and relevant, as it focuses on utilizing nutritious, locally available flours (sago, ragi, black gram) to create a product that is both biodegradable and edible. The study provides valuable empirical data on the product's sensory acceptability, nutritional profile, and functional properties like water/oil absorption, which are essential for practical application. Furthermore, the demonstration of complete biodegradation within 15 days is a significant finding that underscores the environmental promise of such innovations.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is mostly suitable
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is a good summary but could be improved. It mentions a high carbohydrate value (89.54%) but lacks other key results. I suggest adding a sentence to highlight the main findings, for example: "Sensory evaluation indicated high overall acceptability for the optimal formulation (Sample 3), and a soil burial test confirmed complete biodegradation within 15 days." This would give a more complete picture of the study's outcomes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript describes a scientifically sound methodology for developing and analyzing the cutlery. However, there are concerns regarding scientific rigor and reporting. The "Material and Methods" section is unclear in parts (e.g., the description of dough preparation is unclear, and the number of formulation trials is inconsistent). The results for Samples 1, 2, and 4 are presented in the sensory evaluation table but are never discussed or compared, which is a significant omission. The high carbohydrate content (89.54%) is noted, but its implications for the product's nutritional balance as a "healthy" alternative are not critically discussed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include a mix of foundational and recent sources (up to 2023). However, many citations in the introduction and discussion (e.g., Roy, 2022; Chowdhury, 2021; Gupta, 2023) appear to be from non-journal sources (e.g., Parana Journal of Science and Education, Pharma Innovation Journal). Including more citations from high-impact, peer-reviewed food science or polymer science journals would strengthen the scholarly foundation. The reference list itself is incomplete, ending abruptly with "Sharma".
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The language requires significant improvement for scholarly communication. There are numerous grammatical errors, and awkward phrasings (e.g., "has having," "Kneed it," "Packed it suitable"). The flow of ideas, particularly in the Methods section, is often disjointed. Such as “They were first cleaned and washed separately, and dry ingredients by themselves means you will evenly disperse the raising agents, sugar, and flour base” should be written professionally. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study has a strong premise and valuable core findings. The main weaknesses are in the presentation, data reporting, and critical discussion. The authors should:

1. Provide a clear, step-by-step description of the formulation and manufacturing process.

2. Discuss the results for all samples tested, not just the optimal one, to provide a comparative analysis.

3. Critically discuss the limitations of the study, such as the very high carbohydrate content and the actual mechanical strength of the cutlery compared to conventional alternatives.
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