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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 study offers a systematic review of how common plastic additives, like phthalate esters and glycol-based compounds, affect PHB biodegradation by Ralstonia sp. C1, a bacterium that produces and degrades PHB. Unlike previous research on additive-free conditions, this work fills a gap about industrial plasticizers' impact on biodegradable polymers. The finding that environmentally relevant phthalates do not significantly hinder PHB breakdown provides baseline data for designing biodegradable PHB products with additives. Notably, some glycol-based additives like PEG can temporarily inhibit degradation due to microbial metabolism preferences, emphasizing the importance of chemical structure and microbial choice. These insights are crucial for regulations and industry efforts to develop effective, truly biodegradable plastics.

	


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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
The aims are stated in the abstract ("To evaluate the effects...") and implied throughout the introduction. The final paragraph of the introduction clearly states the study's focus. While not presented as formal hypotheses, the objectives are clear and testable.
	

	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
The manuscript cites foundational work (e.g., Geyer et al., 2017; Tokiwa & Calabia, 2007) and more recent, highly relevant papers (e.g., Savva et al., 2023; Zimmermann et al., 2020; Zhao et al., 2026). The literature is well-integrated into the introduction and discussion.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent
	

	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
	       5 = Excellent
	

	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
The primary conclusions, that phthalates exhibit little inhibition, PEG shows temporary inhibition, and DPDM has minimal impact, are clearly supported by the data. However, the statement about DBG having a 'strong inhibitory effect at 48 hours' is appropriately cautious, emphasizing that additional long-term studies are necessary.
	

	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
The manuscript discusses the need for longer-term experiments with DBG, the experiment's focus on a single factor, and the absence of tests for synergistic effects. Including a dedicated 'Limitations' paragraph that explicitly addresses issues such as the controlled lab environment versus real-world conditions, the use of only one bacterial strain, and the lack of statistical error bars would improve this section.
	

	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
	4 = Good
There are some minor grammatical inconsistencies, such as alternating between "material and methods" and "Materials and Methods," and slight phrasing issues like stating "the experiment was only conducted up to 48 hours." However, these do not obscure the overall meaning. The language remains professional and clear.
	


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.
	The current title is already strong; the authors could optionally add a brief descriptor, such as "A Laboratory Study" or "Concentration-Dependent Effects," to further signal the experimental approach. However, this is not necessary for suitability.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract effectively includes: (1) aims, (2) study design (liquid MSM, PHB as sole carbon source), (3) methodology (HPLC quantification over 96 hours, triplicate experiments), (4) key results (no phthalate inhibition at 200–500 µg/L; PEG transient inhibition; DBG strong inhibition at 48 hours), and (5) conclusion. It is well-structured and informative.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Conclusion on scientific correctness: The core science is correct, but adding statistical analysis and reconciling concentration discrepancies would strengthen the manuscript.
	

	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)


	This study involves a bacterial strain (Ralstonia sp. C1) from Kurodake in Daisetsuzan National Park, Hokkaido, Japan. No animal or human subjects, tissues, or data were used. The research does not involve genetic modification, hazardous pathogens, or activities raising ethical concerns. The authors declare no conflicts of interest and confirm no ethical issues.
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