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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 manuscript highlights the potential of fruit peel fermentation for the production of industrial enzymes, thereby contributing to the valorization of organic waste. It fits within a circular economy approach by proposing a simple and low-cost method. Despite its limitations, it provides a useful basis for future research aimed at optimizing the process and improving enzyme yields.
	



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
	Rating: 4 = Good ; The title is generally relevant and understandable, but it lacks scientific precision and does not sufficiently highlight the multi-enzyme aspect or the exploratory nature of the study. A more specific formulation would better reflect the actual content of the work and attract greater attention from the scientific community.Suggested title:
“Production of Multi-Enzymes from the Natural Fermentation of Fruit Peels (Banana, Papaya, and Mango)”

	

	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
	Rate: 2; The summary needs revision, particularly the methodology section, which lacks information on the quantity of substrate (fruit), the fermentation conditions (aerobic or anaerobic), and especially the results section. Additional results, particularly enzyme quantification, should be included.
	

	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: 3 = Satisfactory
	

	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: 3, The background is generally relevant but remains too broad. It should be improved by incorporating recent references on enzyme production from agro-industrial waste and by clearly identifying the specific research gap. A clearer structure is also needed to better link the problem statement to the study objective.

	

	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: 3 ; The research objective is stated, but it remains quite general and lacks specificity. No clear hypotheses are provided. The study would benefit from explicitly defining testable hypotheses and more precise objectives, such as comparing enzyme yields between different fruit peels or evaluating the effect of fermentation conditions.

	

	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 ; The literature review is relevant to the topic and includes some recent references. However, it remains limited in depth and does not sufficiently cover recent advances in enzyme production from agro-waste or critically compare existing studies. Expanding and updating the review would strengthen the scientific context of the work.

	

	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: 2 = Needs Improvement
The methodology addresses the general objective but lacks rigor and control. The use of natural fermentation without microbial identification, absence of controls, limited parameter monitoring, and lack of statistical analysis weaken the reliability and reproducibility of the results. More controlled experimental conditions and detailed methodological design are needed to strengthen the study.

	

	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
	Rating: N/A = Not Applicable
The study does not involve human or animal subjects, and therefore no specific ethical concerns are applicable.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The results are generally understandable and organized using tables and figures. However, clarity is limited by the absence of statistical analysis, error bars, and detailed descriptions. Improving data presentation and providing more quantitative detail would enhance clarity and interpretation.

	

	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: 3 = Satisfactory
The tables and figures are relevant and contribute to presenting the results. However, they lack clarity and detail, particularly due to the absence of error bars, statistical indicators, and comprehensive captions. Improving labeling, adding statistical information, and providing more descriptive legends would enhance their usefulness.

	

	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: 3 = Satisfactory
The discussion makes some connections with existing literature, but these remain general and descriptive. It lacks a critical comparison of results with previous studies and does not sufficiently explain similarities or differences. A deeper and more analytical discussion would strengthen the scientific value of the manuscript.

	

	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: 2 = Needs Improvement
The conclusions are only partially supported by the data. While the presence of enzymatic activities is demonstrated, the claims regarding industrial applicability and efficiency are not sufficiently backed by rigorous analysis, optimization, or scale-up evidence. The conclusions should be more cautious and closely aligned with the experimental results.

	

	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 study’s limitations are not clearly discussed. Key issues like lack of controls, no microbial identification, and limited analysis are not mentioned. This should be addressed to improve the study’s credibility.

	

	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
The references are relevant but not sufficient. More recent and specific studies on enzyme production from agro-waste should be included.

	

	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: 3 = Satisfactory
The manuscript is generally understandable, but the language lacks clarity in some sections and contains grammatical errors. Editing for clarity and consistency would improve readability.

	



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, but it could be improved. The title is suitable as it reflects the general content of the study. However, it would benefit from being more specific by highlighting the natural fermentation process and the multi-enzyme aspect. Suggested improvement:
“Production of Multi-Enzymes through Natural Fermentation of Fruit Peels (Banana, Papaya, and Mango)”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, The abstract is informative but not fully comprehensive. It lacks important details such as quantitative results, methodological precision, and mention of key limitations. It should be improved by including specific enzyme activity values, clearer experimental conditions, and a more balanced conclusion.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, The manuscript has several scientific weaknesses, including lack of experimental controls, absence of microbial identification, and insufficient statistical analysis. It should be improved by strengthening the experimental design, adding proper controls, performing statistical tests, and identifying the microorganisms involved in the fermentation process.

	

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

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

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

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

	No
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