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	PART  1: Comments


	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 manuscript studies the production of glucoamylase from low-cost substrates such as agro residues (Yam and potato peels). The study highlights Aspergillus sp as the fungi with the highest yield in glucoamylase production. It’s a very interesting work with a well-explained methodology. Nevertheless, it is not clear what is the novelty of this work or what are the key differences from the existing literature.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Yes, it is ok.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	Abstract is well structured. However, it needs some correction in the text.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, and the methodology is well explained. Maybe there are some points that are described in too much detail.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	I think that in some points authors should use more recent literature. For example, they refer that the disposal of the examined waste is a problem, but the reference is from 2010.
	

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

	English quality needs improvement.
	

	Optional/General comments

	
1. Authors should provide more clearly the value-add of their work in the scientific community. They should explain the difference between their work and the existing literature. They should highlight their strong points. 
2. It is recommended that the authors should incorporate discussion and interpretation of their results, along with comparisons to respected literature, at each stage of the analysis (Maybe below figures) rather than summarizing all of them in the end of results. This approach would enhance clarity and allow readers to better understand the importance of the findings.

3. Figures’ position needs to be fixed. Almost all the figures are in the wrong place. 

4. Table 3 has very low standard deviation values which is a little strange and authors may provide an explanation.

5. Fix the decimal numbers of Figure 1.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)

	





[bookmark: _GoBack]Reviewer details:

[bookmark: _Hlk200729689]Passadis Konstantinos, National Technical University of Athens, Greece











Created by: DR	              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM	   	Version: 3 (07-07-2024)
