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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct
the manuscript and highlight that part in the
manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community?
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript)

2. lIs thettitle of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate?
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct?

6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of
additional references, please mention in the review form.

(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide
additional suggestions/comments)

1. Food packaging or in the general terms Food Engineering is a one area in food that
has been populated with artificial, unhealthy ingredients and chemical ingredient, in
order to attract the market: in doing so alot of artificial applications are put in, which
has affected the health of consumers. But the production of edible basket in this
work has first taken away paper use which the author talked about that with this you
are assured of a healthy food.

2. Yes

3. Theresults of the organoleptic scores weren’t capture well in the abstract since this
work is talking about organoleptic evaluations

4. Yes, but | expected to see a brief summary proceeding each table or figure, no
discussion only results

5. Some quotes weren’t sited so it makes it difficult to prove
6. The references are not sufficient, the references of number 7 and 8, 14 and 15, 17 to

26 are not in the body of the work. Again, some quotes are not referenced and some
methodology applications are not referenced.

Minor REVISION comments

1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly
communications?

1. Fair

Optional/General comments

The organoleptic evaluation/ sensory evaluation processes are not detailed.
Whose methodology did you use.

The references quoted are not sited.

The work was not discussed.

The tables and figures were not summarised.

The manuscript was not numbered.
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Reviewer’'s comment

Author’'s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight
that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her
feedback here)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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