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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.

	Since cocoa mucilage is being underused industrially, the manuscript seek to identify possible use of the mucilage towards wine production. The manuscript therefore, found the use of the mucilage in wine production  through fermentation which would put the industrially underused mucilage into a better use using scientific methods and protocols.  The manuscript hence, showed replicable fementation procedures and protocols which could be used to convert the once industrilally underused cocoa mucilage (and other pulp containing  fruits) into a more useful wine production .
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	
The title covers the scope of the study, hence is suitable for the article.
	

	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.

	Though the abstract is quite comprehensive, the author seemingly added a long background of study in the abstract section which I suggest should be moved to the introduction section. One or two sentences should be enough for the background of study. Authour should rather make the methodology  and result more pronounced compared to the background.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Considering the scientific methods used by the author  in the actualization of the objectives, the manuscript could be said to be scientifically correct. Standard replicable scientific  protocols were used in the study which validates the authenticity, therefore the manuscript could be classified as scientifically correct
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references in the study were sufficient. However, there are issues with recent ferencing and the referencing methods.
1. Pettipher, 1986 is quite outdated and should either be expunged, updated or backed up with a more current  study.
2. There should not be abbreviation in reference embaded in the body of the work as seen in (Rusconi M, and Conti, 2010 INSTEAD OF Rusconi and Conti, 2010)
3. Incocsistency inreference typing. Author should either be consistent with “and” or “&” and not combine them as seen in [ (Hatice & Ezgi, 2017) and (Rusconi M, and Conti, 2010)
4. References are better arranged in ascending order of year of publication. I suggest author rearranges th e references (Gonzalez et. al., 2022, Sharma, 2024, Singh 2022) according to year of publication hence, Sharma should be listed last.
	

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

	
The language of the author is suitable for schorlarly communication.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
1. In the section for the anaerobic fermentation, author stated that  “1.5 liters of water” was mixed with the mucilage.   I suggest the author uses “distilled water” instead of “normal water”  since normal water could contain minerals which could affect the pH of the wine.
2. In the ‘Discussion’ section, the first paragraph should be the summary of the finding of the study. This is to enable readers to comprehend the discussion better. Author is adviced to update the first paragraph of the discussion section accordingly. 
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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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