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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	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 a critical global challenge: plastic pollution and the urgent need for sustainable alternatives. It provides valuable experimental data on the development and characterization of cassava starch–PVA bioplastic films, contributing to the growing body of knowledge on bio-based materials. The study demonstrates a practical, locally sourced solution using cassava starch, which is abundant in many developing regions, thus promoting circular economy principles and reducing dependency on petroleum-based plastics. The comprehensive characterization (FTIR, SEM, TGA, biodegradation) offers insights into material properties that are essential for real-world applications in packaging and agriculture.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Development and Characterization of Cassava Starch–PVA Bioplastic Films as Sustainable Alternatives to Petroleum-Based Plastics
	

	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 generally comprehensive and summarizes the major experimental methods and findings. It clearly reports biodegradability, thermal stability, and structural characterization.

However, the following improvements are recommended:

i. Include brief information on mechanical properties or acknowledge their absence.

ii. Clarify the experimental design (e.g., number of samples tested).

iii. Reduce minor redundancy in listing characterization techniques.

Overall, only minor revision is required for clarity and conciseness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. The methodology is clearly described, the experiments are appropriately designed, and the results are supported with suitable characterization techniques. However, there are organizational issues:

i. Section numbering is duplicated (two “1.1” sections).

ii. The literature review is lengthy and could be condensed.

iii. Some figures (e.g., Figure 1, Figure 2) are not sufficiently discussed in the text.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate and include many recent sources (2020–2025). The manuscript shows good engagement with current literature on plastic pollution and bioplastics.

However:

i. Some web-based sources should be replaced with peer-reviewed journal articles.

ii. Additional references on mechanical properties and industrial scalability may strengthen the study.

Overall, the reference list is satisfactory.


	

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


	The language is clear and suitable for scholarly communication. Minor grammatical and formatting improvements are needed:

i. Ensure consistency in hyphenation (e.g., “bio-based” vs. “bio based”).

ii. Avoid repetitive phrasing in the introduction.

iii. Use active voice where possible to improve readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	i. The study is relevant and well-structured.

ii. Mechanical testing should be included or discussed as a limitation.

iii. Statistical analysis should be added where possible.

iv. Figures and tables should be formatted more consistently.

v. Some section headings should be standardized (e.g., “Materials and Methods”).
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No major ethical issues were identified. The materials used are non-hazardous, and the study does not involve human or animal subjects.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No competing interest issues are evident. The authors have declared no conflicts of interest.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	No obvious plagiarism is detected based on the reviewer’s assessment. However, routine plagiarism screening by the journal is recommended.
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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