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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 review article focuses on the biodegradation efficiency of textile dyes (azo dyes) by vegetable oils such as Pongamia pinnata and Lagenaria oil.
Vegetable oils are rich in fatty acids and bioactive phytochemicals that can stimulate microbial metabolism, enzymatic activity, and adsorption processes. This review provides an in-depth analysis of the taxonomy, phytochemistry, and bioremediation potential of P. pinnata and L. siceraria, with a focus on their role in the degradation of azo and anthraquinone dyes.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is broad and does not specify the objectives of the work in specific points.
	

	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.
	The article summary is not comprehensive. Please include some important points, such as the results and conclusions you reached after reviewing the most important previous works and the timeframe in which this research was submitted. You should also mention the most important difficulties and obstacles encountered by the researchers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound but lacks content.
We also note the researcher's lack in presenting his work, particularly in the methodology used in writing the manuscript. The most significant negative points are:
The lack of specification of the time period in which this research was conducted.
The inaccurate formulation of the most important findings reached by the researchers to their authors.
The lack of comparison of the most important findings. The lack of numbering of the titles.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The number of references is small compared to the importance of the work presented.
The references are sufficient and up-to-date, but the format and methodology of writing them are not uniform, as some references are written without abbreviations and others are written abbreviated.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English language of the article is correct and appropriate for scientific communication.
	

	Optional/General comments
	The work in this article is very interesting but weak in terms of scientific methodology, as it lacks important enrichment steps such as comparing the most important published results and providing evidence by presenting the physical and chemical properties of biomaterials.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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