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1. INTRODUCTION
I reviewed the draft report on Mycotoxin Analytics based on the terms of reference (ToRs) for the contract. From the ToRs, I noticed that the Contractors (Christa Wolf & Florian J. Schweigert ) were assigned to prepare a publication which offers a comprehensive overview on methods for Aflatoxin analysis with a focus on rapid methods. Specifically, the contractors were assigned to produce a document covering excellent background information on mycotoxins and mycotoxin regulations, some information on mycotoxin control (the example of Aflasafe), general information on mycotoxin testing, and a summary of the principles of the major categories of testing methods. The document is also expected to cover as many companies as possible under a predetermined review of commercial products. The compilation would present summary tables that aim to be comprehensive, including the system requirements and even cost of equipment and cost per sample which many users would find useful. 
The overall aim of the document is to give an overview of methodologies available for aflatoxin analysis as part of PACA’s knowledge management and information mandate.

In the subsequent sections, I present my preliminary comments for improving the document:
2. Title
The term “Analytics” used in the title may be misleading. Analytics means “information resulting from the systematic analysis of data or statistics”.  Also the word, “Mycotoxin” is a bit beyond the mandate of PACA. Given the aim of the work as shown in the TORs, “To give an overview of methodologies available for aflatoxin analysis as part of PACA’s knowledge management and information mandate”, I suggest we use the title, “A comprehensive overview on methods for Aflatoxin analysis with a focus on rapid methods”.
3. Section 1: Mycotoxins
Since the publication is being prepared for use as PACA’s knowledge and information mandate, it is good to reflect aflatoxins in the title and make the title  a bit more specific. The authors may consider the sub-title, “Challenges of Aflatoxins Control in Africa”. 
Also, the introductory text could be carefully tailored to talk about aflatoxins while recognising that there are other mycotoxins as well.  

Authors may also carefully introduce the aim of the publication as a way to make the reader understand the main focus of the document. 

As an approach the authors may present the challenges of aflatoxins for the three sectors of health, agriculture and trade and finally give a brief account of available prevention and reduction technologies/options and the way those technologies rely on appropriate detection and quantification methods

4. Section 2: Mycotoxin analytics
a) Consider my previous comments about aflatoxins and analytics
b) Introduce the steps for aflatoxins and or mycotoxins analysis and then mention principles underlying each step. Thereafter mention the classic methods, rapid methods and emerging methods. 

c) Figure 2: I agree to the categorization of methods but instead of naming the first category “Reference methods“ I would name it, “Classical Methods“ and  third category   “research methods“ I would name it “Emerging methods“
d) Subsection 2.3.1: Sampling and sample preparation.  I suggest listing of existing sampling plans for certain maximum limits such as those prescribed by Codex Alimentarius Commission and European union. 
e) Subsection 2.4: Post- Analysis. This subtitle gives a wrong connotation that these are steps after analysis. I suggest to name it, “Detection and quantification“ 

f) Para 2 of subsection 2.4. If possible, provide more explanation about this technique (use of Smart phone to quantify aflatoxins on the field) as is in line with the aim of the paper.
g) Subsection 2.5.4: Thin Layer Chromatography (TLC). The subsection 2.5 is about rapid tests. I suggest TLC to be discussed under classical methods, instead.

h) Subsection 2.5.5.1: Non-specific fluorescence methods. There is need to be clear that BGYF is a test for fungi and may not be a true measure of aflatoxins!
i) Subsection 2.5.7: Specific Fluorescence methods. The last sentence of the first para reads, “Commercial available test kits are from Diachemix and Aokin AG but only for a limited number of mycotoxins and high in price”. Indicate about suitability of the kits for aflatoxins.
j) Subsection 2.7.2: Beacon Analytical Systems Inc. In Table 15, the range is indicated from “zero” for all the detection ranges. The use of “zero“ is a bit confusing because we normally start from detection limit
k) Subsection 2.8: Comparison between selected important methods. Some of the parameters (eg time of analysis) shown in Table 38 do not appear under each subsection where the respective methods are described. It is good to include these parameters under each method in respective subsections.

l) Subsection 2.9: Legislation. Legislation is a term that covers Policies, Laws and Regulations. I suggest the coverage of this document to be limited to standards (regulatory limits). Then, in addition to the EU and US standards, there is need to cover existing aflatoxins standards in Africa and maximum limits for aflatoxins as set by the Codex Alimentarius Commission. It is also good for the standards section to precede the analysis section. This is because sampling protocols and analysis methods are geared to help implement the standards (limits). 
5. Conclusion
In my view, reorganisation of the document sections and messages according to my preliminary comments will make it more user friendly. I will be pleased to review the improved document if required
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