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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 is important because it looks at a simple and practical way to turn sawdust and spent mushroom substrate into a useful biodegradable product. That idea is relevant to current efforts in sustainable materials research, especially in finding alternatives to conventional plastic items. The study also adds value by testing basic properties such as compressive strength, water absorption, and surface structure, which gives some initial evidence that the material could have real application. The work fits within the growing scientific interest in waste valorization, circular use of biomass, and the development of low-cost eco-friendly biomaterials.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	4 = Good
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Good

	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	
	

	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
	3 = Satisfactory
	
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 = Satisfactory
	

	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 = Satisfactory

	

	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 = Satisfactory

	
	

	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 = Satisfactory
	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	

	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
	4 = Good

	

	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
	2 = Needs Improvement
	





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, but it could be improved.
A possible revision is 
Bio-fabrication of a Biodegradable Flower Vase from Sawdust Using Fungal Mycelium: Dual Valorization of Spent Mushroom Substrate
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
The abstract gives the general aim, method, and main findings, but it needs to be more precise and better structured. It should more clearly state the specific objective of the study, clarify the distinguish the prepared biomaterial from the spent mushroom substrate concept, and present the key results in a more scientifically direct way. It would also help to briefly mention the main limitation, especially the high water absorption, so the summary feels more balanced.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, not fully.
The study is based on a sound and interesting idea, but there are several scientific issues that need to be clarified before the manuscript can be considered fully reliable.
First, the description of the material used is not consistent across the paper. The abstract mentions sawdust and CaCO₃, while the methods describe a mixture of sawdust, wheat bran, and lime. The authors need to clearly state the exact composition of the substrate and use the same description throughout the manuscript.
Second, the paper emphasizes the use of spent mushroom substrate, but the methods mainly describe preparing a fresh substrate and growing the fungus on it. If the material was first used for mushroom cultivation and then reused as spent substrate for vase production, this needs to be clearly explained. Right now, the title, abstract, and methods do not fully match on this point.
The mechanical and water absorption data also need to be presented more rigorously. Only two samples, A and B, are discussed, and there is no clear indication of how many replicates were tested. The authors should report the number of samples tested and present the results with proper variability, such as mean ± standard deviation.
There is also a problem with how compressive strength is reported. The values are given in kN, which is a force, not compressive strength unless it is divided by the sample area. The authors should clarify whether they measured maximum load or actual compressive strength and make sure the terminology is correct throughout.
In addition, some of the conclusions are stronger than the data support. For example, the material shows very high water absorption, yet the manuscript still presents it as a practical flower vase without really discussing how that would affect performance during use. That limitation should be discussed more openly.
The interpretation of the EDX results should also be made more careful. The presence of elements such as Ca, K, and P does not by itself explain the observed compressive behavior, and EDX alone is not enough to support claims about safety or mechanical performance in a strong way.
Lastly, some numerical values are not consistent. For example, the compressive value for the plastic control is given differently in the abstract and in Table 1. These inconsistencies should be corrected.

	

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

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

	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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