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	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. It is the the bread made with yest from the sweet potatoes that is evaluated instead of yeast. Suggestions: 1. Sensory quality of bread made with wild yeast isolated from sweet potatoes.
2. Production of Yeast from Sweet Potatoes and Its Sensory Performance in Bread.

3. Comparative Sensory Evaluation of Bread Prepared with Wild Yeast from Sweet Potatoes and Commercial Yeast
	

	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.


	Yes. However, the author should add :

1. a sentence emphasizing the significance
2. a clear statement of statistical significance of results;
3. a stronger conclusion highlighting potential industrial or community impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. scientifically correct at a basic, preliminary level (yes), but it is not yet robust or comprehensive enough for higher-impact journals.  However :

1. “production of yeast from sweet potatoes” should be “isolation of yeast from sweet potatoes” as sweet potatoes are the substrate, not the source of yeast;
2. fermentation conditions (temperature, pH, inoculum size) are not clearly mentioned;
3. Introduction:

The introduction is too long and resembles a review article rather than a proper scientific background.

The study should be refocused on the aim of the study, avoiding unnecessary developments.

4. Scientific comparison of breads:

The qualities of the two breads are not really comparable in their current form.

The author should isolate both spontaneous and commercial yeasts, and then establish clones to be replicated under the same conditions.

Comparisons should be made from similar initial populations, obtained through standardized dilutions.

The authors could then vary these dilutions to better compare fermentation rates.

5.  Figures:

The figures are not cited or announced in the main text.

Each figure must be clearly mentioned and discussed within the text.

6. Scientific names:

Scientific names must always be written in italics, in accordance with international nomenclature rules.

7. The hypothesis tests and their acceptability have not specified in the methodology section.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference number are limited. The author should strengthen the literature base with more recent studies (last 5–7 years) dealing with:

· The use of wild yeasts in bread making.

· Comparative studies between wild and commercial yeasts.

· Fermentation kinetics under standardized initial populations.

· Sensory evaluation of bread or bakery products linked to yeast strains.
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	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The paper is structured appropriately (Abstract, Introduction, Methods, Results, Discussion, Conclusion, References). The vocabulary is generally scientific and discipline-appropriate.

References are included and mostly cited properly. For some suggestions see the manuscript.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is relevant and well-structured but requires moderate language editing, clearer presentation of methods, improved reference formatting, and better figure/table captions. Overall, it has merit but needs revisions before being suitable for scholarly publication.
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