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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.
	
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	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
	N/A 
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
	

	14. 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
	N/A 
	


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.
	
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript entitled “Biodegradable Smart Packaging Films for Food Safety: Emerging Materials, Embedded Sensing, and Sustainable Design Strategies” presents a comprehensive and timely review of biodegradable smart packaging systems. The integration of biodegradable polymer matrices, active components, sensing technologies, food-contact safety, scale-up considerations, and end-of-life sustainability is particularly valuable. The manuscript also critically distinguishes freshness monitoring from direct food-safety or pathogen detection, which strengthens its scientific relevance. 

The manuscript is suitable for publication after minor revision. The following points may be addressed:

1. The literature search methodology is adequately described; however, the authors should provide a more reproducible database-specific search strategy, preferably in a supplementary table. 

2. Where sufficient data are available, quantitative comparisons such as sensor response time, detection range, storage duration, barrier properties, mechanical performance, and biodegradation conditions would strengthen the review. 

3. The distinction between freshness/spoilage monitoring and actual food-safety or pathogen detection should be maintained consistently throughout the manuscript. pH and volatile-amine indicators should not be interpreted as direct pathogen sensors without specific validation. 

4. A schematic or graphical representation summarising the relationship between biodegradable materials, active components, sensing mechanisms, food applications, validation, scale-up, and end-of-life considerations would improve the readability and overall impact of the review. 

5. The discussion on scale-up and commercial implementation could be strengthened by briefly addressing processing compatibility, production cost, and technology readiness. 

6. The sustainability discussion is well presented; however, demonstrated environmental benefits should be clearly distinguished from anticipated sustainability advantages, particularly where comparative life-cycle assessment data are limited. 

7. The tables should be carefully checked for consistency in alignment, spacing, text wrapping, abbreviations, and overall presentation. 

8. Font type and font size should be consistent throughout the manuscript, including the main text, headings, subheadings, tables, captions, and references. 

9. A final proofreading is recommended to correct minor typographical errors, spacing, line breaks, and other formatting inconsistencies. 

10. The conclusions and future research directions are appropriate and well connected to the challenges discussed in the manuscript. The proposed research priorities further enhance the usefulness of the review. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

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

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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