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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 is significant for the scientific community because it explores the underutilized potential of readily available herbaceous weeds as a sustainable feedstock for bioethanol production. It contributes valuable data on the comparative bioethanol yields from different weed species under optimized conditions, offering insights for future research on non-conventional biomass resources. Furthermore, the study addresses the critical need for environmentally friendly waste management strategies for these abundant weeds, potentially inspiring similar investigations in other regions facing comparable ecological challenges and promoting the development of localized bioenergy solutions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes, the title "ASSESSMENT OF THE POTENTIAL OF SOME SELECTED HERBACEOUS WEEDS IN
BIOETHANOL PRODUCTION USING Saccharomyces cerevisiae" is suitable.
	

	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 provides a good overview of the study, covering the key aspects of the research. However, it could be made slightly more comprehensive and impactful with a few additions and minor adjustments.
Please specify the pretreatment methods used more explicitly in the abstract in place of just "thermal, ultrasonication, and enzymatic hydrolysis." The author could briefly mention the order or the fact that it was a sequential process. For example, "...sequential thermal, ultrasonication, and enzymatic hydrolysis, etc.
Including the reducing sugar yields before pretreatment in the abstract, it would immediately highlight the effectiveness of the pretreatment process. You already provide the yields after pretreatment, but adding the initial yields would strengthen this point. For example, "The reducing sugars yields before pretreatment were low (ranging from 0.9 to 1.3 mg/g), while after pretreatment were found to be 21.17mg/g, 19.2mg/g, 23.4mg/g and 20.1mg/g for Cynodon dactylon, Panicum virgatum, Cenchrus ciliaris, and Hyperrhenia hirta, respectively.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The document seems to be scientifically appropriate and generally adheres to a logical scientific approach.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Based on the provided list, the references appear to be reasonably sufficient and include some recent publications.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	Yes, based on the provided text, the language and English quality of the article appear to be generally suitable for scholarly communication.In a few instances, sentences could be slightly more concise. For example, phrases like "With regards to feedstock for bioethanol production" could be shortened to "Regarding feedstock for bioethanol
production."
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