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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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.
	The TMS 01/1371 cassava variety study offers crucial information on how to optimize fermentation times to strike a balance between provitamin A retention and cyanide detoxification. These results provide a useful framework for enhancing the nutritional safety and quality of garri, a food that millions of people rely on. Additionally, the study advances scientific knowledge of how processing impacts biofortified crops, assisting international initiatives to address micronutrient deficiencies using conventional, sustainable techniques.
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PART 2



	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The study's title, "Influence of fermentation time on quality of garri from bio fortified (TMS 01/1371) Cassava variety," is a perfect fit.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The abstract successfully summarizes the main points of the study and is thorough and logically organized.
However, specific quantitative data demonstrating that fermentation dramatically lowers cyanide levels while provitamin A retention peaks between 24 and 48 hours before declining should be included to support the abstract. Furthermore, placing these findings in the context of global food security emphasizes the study's contribution to
the optimization of biofortified crops to address vitamin A deficiency in cassava-dependent areas.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Although they could be slightly improved for optimal reach, the manuscript's keywords are very pertinent and useful for indexing.Since these are the main nutrients of
interest in biofortified cassava, adding "Provitamin A" or "Carotenoids" would be advantageous.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The background information is well-organized and offers a strong basis for the study.The study's alignment with current global agricultural trends would be demonstrated by incorporating more recent citations (within the last three to five years) about the most recent
developments in biofortified cassava breeding programs.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The introduction provides a clear roadmap for the study by outlining the research objectives.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
There are issues with the mentioned sources' age, even though the literature review is extremely significant and covers the study's main scientific concepts. The study's current relevance would be increased by including recent information about current biofortification aims from international organizations like Harvest Plus or the IITA (International Institute of Tropical Agriculture).
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The research technique is reliable, useful, and in li ne with the study's stated goals.
From processing raw materials to multi- dimensional laboratory analysis, everything procee ds logically.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No need
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The results are arranged logically and methodically, making it simple to follow the many biochemical changes that take place throughout fermentation.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The work would greatly benefit from the absence of figures, even though the tables are clear.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The discussion would better represent the most recent knowledge of biofortification aims and consumer sensory thresholds if the literature review part included additional citations from 2021 to 2025.
	



	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
The experimental data in the results section directly supports the manuscript's conclusions, indicating a logical and fact-based progression from findings to recommendations.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
The paper offers a solid data collection and specific sugges tions, but it does not include a thorough and clear descripti on of its limitations, which is a standard expectation in high-quality scientific publishing.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3(satisfactory)
Need to include some recent publication to strengthen the research
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5(Excellent)
The manuscript is written in a professional, academic tone that is generally clear and accessible to those within the fields of food science, agriculture, and nutrition.
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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)
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