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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 manuscript is important for the scientific community because it addresses the growing need for environmentally friendly and renewable alternatives to petroleum-based synthetic adhesives. Its value lies in combining starch from locally available crops with calcium carbonate fillers derived from eggshell and snail shell waste, thereby linking bio-based materials development with circular economy principles. The study also provides useful comparative data on how different starch sources, namely cassava, yam and maize, interact with different CaCO₃ fillers in terms of mechanical performance and molecular structure. Particularly, the finding that yam starch reinforced with snail shell-derived CaCO₃ achieved the highest shear strength demonstrates a promising direction for developing sustainable adhesives for paper bonding and packaging applications. Overall, the manuscript may contribute to materials science, waste valorization, and sustainable packaging research.
	



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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The title is generally clear and reflects the content of the manuscript. However, it could be slightly improved by making it more concise and scientifically polished.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The abstract presents the aim, methodology, main results, and conclusion of the study. Minor improvement is needed to make the wording more concise.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are relevant to the manuscript. However, formatting should be improved, especially “Caco3”, which should be written as “CaCO₃” or “calcium carbonate”.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The background is sufficient and logically organized. It explains the environmental problem, the need for bio-based adhesives, and the relevance of waste-derived fillers.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The research objective is clearly stated at the end of the introduction. The study aim is understandable and corresponds to the experimental work.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The literature review is relevant and includes recent sources. Some references should be checked for formatting consistency and accuracy.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The methodology is appropriate and includes starch extraction, filler preparation, adhesive formulation, mechanical testing, and FTIR analysis. More detail on replication and statistical treatment would strengthen the study.
	

	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
	Rating: N/A = Not Applicable
The study does not involve human participants or animals as experimental subjects. Therefore, ethical approval is 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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The results are presented clearly using tables and explanatory text. However, statistical analysis or error values would improve the reliability of the results.
	

	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


	Rating: 4 = Good
The tables and figures are relevant and necessary for presenting mechanical and FTIR results. Some figure captions and formatting should be improved for clarity.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The discussion connects the findings with previous studies and explains possible mechanisms of filler-starch interaction. Some interpretations should be made more cautious.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The conclusions are generally supported by the mechanical and FTIR results. However, claims about industrial application should be presented more carefully because scale-up validation has not yet been performed.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory 
The limitations are not sufficiently discussed. The authors should add limitations related to water resistance, long-term stability, biodegradation, sample replication, and industrial-scale validation.
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The references are relevant and sufficient in number. However, the reference list needs careful formatting and verification of consistency with journal requirements.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript is generally understandable, but the language is sometimes overly complex and should be edited for clarity, grammar, and scientific style. Some sentences are too long and need simplification.
	



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 and reflects the main focus of the study. However, minor language polishing may improve its clarity and scientific style.
	

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

	YES
The abstract is comprehensive because it includes the background, aim, methods, main results, and conclusion of the study. It clearly presents the key finding regarding the improved performance of yam starch adhesive reinforced with snail shell-derived CaCO₃.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES
The manuscript is generally scientifically correct. The experimental approach, including adhesive formulation, mechanical testing, and FTIR analysis, is appropriate for the stated research aim. However, the authors should add more information about replication, statistical analysis, and limitations to strengthen the scientific reliability of the results.
	

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

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

	YES
The references are sufficient and generally recent. They cover starch-based adhesives, calcium carbonate fillers, bio-based materials, and adhesive testing. Minor formatting corrections and consistency checks are recommended.
	

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

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

	NO
No ethical issues were identified. The study does not involve human participants, animal experiments, or sensitive personal data.
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