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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	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.
	This paper provides a scientifically novel approach in biodiesel production through enzymatic catalysis. 
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	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
	4
The title sufficiently describes the feedstock (POME), the product (biodiesel), and the biocatalysts used. The Response (Biodiesel yield) and its resulting process conditions, was not mentioned/determined.
	

	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
	3
The abstract is satisfactory but lacks sufficient data to back the research objectives.. Hence, its needs improvement in the Analysis of variance, process conditions and the Unit of FFA value is missing.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The five keywords are excellent.
	

	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
	4
The Introduction adequately provides sufficient background, but research gap is not uniquely captured. Specific analysis in required to address critical gap especially on the biocatalysis. 
	

	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
	3
The specific objectives should be clearly stated. 
	

	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
	4
More recent (2020–2025) comparative biodiesel yield studies using whole-cell biocatalysts should be explored. Generally, the literature cited is relevant to the topic.
	

	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
	3
Multiple errors were identified: (1) Equation 2 uses the wrong molecular weight (HOH vs. KOH) for FFA calculation; (2) PCR primer concentration is stated as 0.4 M instead of 0.4 µM; (3) no negative (abiotic) control for transesterification; (4) viscosity measurement temperature is contradictory (60 °C stated in methods vs. 40 °C in results); (5) no ethical/biosafety statement regarding the use of the BSL-2 pathogen C. albicans; (6) ethanol purity/grade not specified.
	

	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
	4
There is no ethics statement mentioned.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	       4
Discrepancy between text and Table 2 for EPA; missing units for FFA; cetane value differs between Table 5 (51) and abstract/conclusion (55). The low biodiesel yield (40%) is reported without discussion of process parameters.
	

	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
	      4
       Table 1 lacks units for FFA; Table 2 header says "FFA compositions" but values are in ppm, no GC-MS peak identification table is provided to support FAME identification claims.
	

	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
	      5
     The Discussion is largely not clear, Analysis is required for the Biodiesel yield. And irrelevant citations should be expunged.  
	

	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
	     2
     The Conclusion section is mislabeled as "Section 4" (same as Discussion) and contains a cetane value inconsistency (55 vs. 51). It overstates the study's findings by implying ASTM compliance, as the flash point value is not correct. The last statement should be improved.
	

	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
	     2
     No limitations section or acknowledgement of limitations appears anywhere in the manuscript.
	

	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
	    3
      The reference list could benefit from more recent Biodiesel studies (2022–2025).
	

	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
	    2
     The manuscript contains multiple grammatical errors, it should be proofread for corrections.
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
The abstract omits the biodiesel yield (40%), which is the single most important quantitative result. It reports the flash point of 75 °C without noting its failure to meet the ASTM minimum of 130 °C. The FFA value lacks units. A typographical error separates the property values. The abstract must be revised to address all these points.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	       Yes (With minor revision)
       Equation 2 contains a fundamental error (MW HOH instead of MW KOH), invalidating all FFA calculations. PCR primer concentration is stated at 0.4 M (should be 0.4 µM).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	       Yes
       The authors should add more recent (2021–2025) literature on whole-cell biocatalysis for biodiesel production and correct the misattributed citation.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	      No (Not clearly mentioned) 
	








PART 6

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

There is a fundamental error in Equation 2 (using water's molecular weight instead of KOH's) invalidates the FFA calculations at the core of the feedstock characterisation. The manuscript was not properly proofread before submission. The flash point (75 °C vs. 130 °C) should be reevaluated


	




	[bookmark: _Hlk171333471]Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.







Louhasakul, Y., Treu, L., Kougias, P. G., Campanaro, S., Cheirsilp, B., & Angelidaki, I. (2021). Valorization of palm oil mill wastewater for integrated production of microbial oil and biogas in a biorefinery approach. Journal of Cleaner Production, 296, 126606.
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