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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.


	This manuscript explores a timely and often overlooked topic: the sustainable use of agricultural biomass wastes in Nigeria. By focusing on banana pseudo-stem, empty palm bunch, and rice husk, it brings much needed attention to materials that are abundant but largely underutilized. The review not only compiles relevant data but also presents practical pathways for turning these wastes into valuable products, which is especially important for environmental sustainability and rural development. It offers meaningful insights for researchers, development practitioners, and policymakers interested in circular economic approaches and renewable resource utilization.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is informative and suitable as it clearly outlines the scope, geographic focus, and key biomass types considered.

However, for improved clarity, conciseness, and scientific impact, a more refined version could be:

Suggested Title:
"Valorization of Agricultural Biomass Wastes in Nigeria: Focus on Banana Pseudo-Stem, Empty Palm Bunch, and Rice Husk Applications"


	

	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 general overview of the manuscript’s content and outlines the key biomass types and their valorization pathways. However, it could be improved to ensure better  structure and clarity. The repeated phrase “this review reports” should be avoided to enhance readability. Additionally, including specific data or quantitative insights, for example, estimated biomass volumes or examples of successful valorization—would make the abstract more informative and impactful. The phrase “Conclusion:” is unnecessary in an abstract and should be removed.

Suggested improvements:

· Rephrase for smoother flow and less repetition.

· Include brief, concrete examples or figures to support key points.

· Remove the “Conclusion:” label and merge that part into the final summary sentence.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically accurate and presents relevant information on biomass waste generation and utilization in Nigeria. However, to improve its scientific rigor, I recommend the following:

· Provide more recent or specific references to support claims about local applications of biomass conversion technologies.

· Where possible, include brief comparisons between the different valorization methods discussed (e.g., composting vs. pyrolysis).

· Strengthen the analysis by moving beyond description—highlight challenges, limitations, or success factors tied to each method.
Formatting Table 1 can improve  better readability. I suggest the following:

· Use consistent units (e.g., million metric tonnes) and align them clearly in a separate column.

· Apply borders and spacing to distinguish rows and columns.

· Consider highlighting key figures or grouping similar crops to improve visual clarity.

· Ensure table titles and sources are consistently formatted and placed.

Improving the table layout will make the data more accessible to readers and enhance the overall presentation of the manuscript.


	 

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally relevant and support the manuscript well.
To improve the scholarly strength of the review, I recommend including more peer-reviewed journal articles especially from the past 5 years that focus on biomass valorization techniques and case studies from within and beyond Nigeria. This will help balance local insights with broader scientific developments and improve the visibility and credibility of the work.
	

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


	The manuscript conveys its message clearly, but the English language and grammar require substantial improvement to meet scholarly communication standards. There are several instances of  redundancy, and inconsistent tense usage that affect readability and flow. For example, phrases like “this review reports the potential…” are overused and can be replaced with more varied sentence structures. Additionally, transitions between sections can be improved to enhance coherence.

I recommend thorough proofreading with particular attention to:

· Sentence clarity and conciseness

· Grammatical consistency

· Proper use of technical terms

· Improved paragraph transitions

Refining the language will significantly improve the overall quality and professionalism of the manuscript.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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