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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.


	Yes, the manuscript “Harnessing Sweet Sorghum for Renewable Energy and Bioproducts – A Review” is very important for the scientific community and society in general because of the global need for renewable energy and sustainable bioproducts due to limitations of fossil fuels, among others.
This manuscript will be important for the Scientific community if more information is added, as this will help strengthen even the future threats and how to address them if possible.

This topic looks at how sweet sorghum can contribute to clean energy and useful bio products, what works well, what does not, and how it can be improved
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The topic is very okay. But my concern is that the topic states “Bioproducts,” but the manuscript focuses only on bioethanol. If it is limited to bioethanol, then the topic can be reframed to Bioethanol. But if not, other bioproducts should be included, as will be seen in one of my comments below.
	

	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 abstract should be rewritten, please; the abstract should be captivating. The emphasis and interest of this manuscript is on renewable energy and Bioproducts, which are a solution to the global need for renewable energy and sustainable bioproducts due to the limitation of fossil fuels, NOT sweet sorghum itself. This point should be addressed. I feel the process involved in the bioproduct production from the sorghum or methodology as gotten from the practical work of others should be stated in the abstract to strengthen it more. With this, the abstract will be better.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? Please write here.
	To some extent, yes, but here are my queries.
A two-line sentence with four references, how do you justify this? Do you actually read these three manuscripts and come out with a two-line story, or do the three different manuscripts say the same thing? (third paragraph in the introduction).
The major aspect of this manuscript is channelled to sorghum. I feel this is a misdirection. The topic is projecting a way of generating renewable energy and bio products from sorghum, the emphasis should be here, please.
The tables are not discussed in the manuscript, causing confusion and a lack of flow, if the tables are not discussed, why are they added? E.g

· Table 1 – Sugarcane Vs Sweet Sorghum Vs Maize is placed under the nutritional status of sweet sorghum. How does this relate? Why the comparison? If the nutritional information had been added, it would have made sense. I don’t know the importance of this table in the manuscript. If the table had been discussed, maybe I would have had direction on what it is all about. Please discuss the table in the manuscript.
· Table 2 – Different genotypes of sweet sorghum majorly cultivated, which is very important, but why is it placed under global status, which discusses the increase in market value of sweet sorghum as a result of it nutritional value globally. Please check this and address it properly. The information on the table doesn’t convey any meaning; some look like laboratory samples.
· Table 3 is very okay. PLEASE, THE AUTHORS SHOULD DISCUSS THEIR TABLE IN THE MANUSCRIPT, 
Now, the manuscript is discussing renewable energy and bio products from sorghum, but it is only bioethanol that is discussed. What happened to other bioproducts, such as:
· Biogas

· Biodiesel etc,.
Please refer to https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1364032120300654, https://farm-energy.extension.org/sweet-sorghum-for-biofuel-production/, https://journaljsrr.com/index.php/JSRR/article/view/1883/3714, https://www.researchgate.net/publication/386309357_Sustainable_Biodiesel_Production_with_Sweet_Sorghum_as_a_Renewable_Feedstock, and many more.
Please, do more work and strengthen this manuscript; don’t limit it to only bioethanol. 

Lastly, there are key elements that are lacking here, for the manuscript to be suitable for scientific and scholarly usage, these sections should be added

· Sustainability and environmental impact: is this sustainable? Does it have any environmental impact (negative)? Cost should be factored in here; industries may wish to partner with academics to achieve this, what is the cost? Is this achievable? Justify please.

·  Challenges and limitations, the future direction; this will help other researchers see the limitations and pick up from here for modifications.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and recent.
The authors should remove the asterisks (*) on references 1, 15, 26, 33, 36, 47 and 62.
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is okay. The tables have to be discussed in the manuscript so as to enable easy understanding of what the manuscript is saying.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I would have suggested rejection, but I feel the manuscript can be better if these suggestions are properly attended to, because it is important to solve environmental problems caused by fossil fuels.
This topic looks at how sweet sorghum can contribute to clean energy and useful bio products, what works well, what does not, and how it can be improved. Everything in the manuscript should be focused on this.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Undie, David Akpanke, Federal University Wukari, Nigeria

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

