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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.
	The successful synthesis of polyurethane foams from renewable starch sources like cassava, corn, and cocoyam is demonstrated in this publication, which is significant to the scientific community since it advances the expanding field of sustainable and bio-based polymer materials. The study advances knowledge of structure-property correlations in bio-based polymers by shedding light on how various starch-derived polyols affect the mechanical, thermal, and chemical properties of polyurethane materials.
Furthermore, using zinc oxide (ZnO) as a non-toxic catalyst offers an eco-friendly substitute for traditional hazardous catalysts frequently employed in the synthesis of polyurethane, which is extremely important for green chemistry and sustainable industrial manufacturing. Additionally, the results show that some starch-based polyurethanes can perform better in tensile and flexural qualities than their petroleum-based counterparts, indicating their potential for industrial uses and supporting initiatives to lessen reliance on materials produced from fossil fuels.
	














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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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


	4 (Good)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	




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. The title is suitable as it reflects the synthesis and characterization of polyurethane materials produced from starch sources is the study's primary focus. However, by highlighting the work's bio-based and sustainable character, the title might be made more effective and specific.

	

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

	Yes, the context, research goal, materials employed, analytical techniques, major findings, and overall significance of the study are all clearly presented in the abstract, making it comprehensive. It shows the performance variations across the starch sources, succinctly outlines the synthesis of starch-based polyurethane foams, and draws attention to the research's sustainability component. Nonetheless, the abstract might be slightly enhanced by condensing a few phrases and adding a more precise explanation of the findings' implications or practical applications.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, with minor revisions recommended. 
The experimental design, characterisation methods, and findings interpretation are usually adequate and in line with well-established polyurethane research, and the text is generally sound scientifically. The conclusions about the effective synthesis and functionality of the starch-based polyurethane foams are supported by the FTIR, DSC, tensile, and flexural studies.
However, by supplying additional specific experimental parameters, such as reactant ratios, catalyst concentrations, number of duplicates, and statistical analysis of the mechanical data, the manuscript's scientific rigor could be strengthened. Furthermore, a more thorough explanation of experimental constraints and reproducibility will improve the study's scientific validity.
	

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

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

	Yes.
The references are adequate and contain a nice mix of contemporary and fundamental research on sustainable polymer materials, green catalysis, starch-based polyols, and polyurethane synthesis. Additionally, the book includes a number of contemporary references from 2023 to 2025, demonstrating that the literature evaluation takes into account recent advancements in the field.
	

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

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

	No.
Since there are no sensitive personal data, animal trials, or human subjects in this study, there are no obvious ethical problems. The study focuses on the synthesis of polymers and the characterisation of materials utilizing ordinary laboratory chemicals and starches produced from plants. The book also advocates for eco-friendly methods by using a non-toxic ZnO catalyst and renewable feedstocks.
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