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	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 research will assist in assessing feedstock for gas production which is a sustainable alternative to conventional natural gas. Research in renewable energy such as this will help to assess the different substrates of gas production. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title of the article is suitable. No amendments in this regard.
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract of the article is comprehensive the abstract elaborates on the substrate that produced the least and most potential. No amendments in this regard.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is scientifically correct. The procedure which the research was conducted is accepted. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are sufficient and recent. However, the list of references for such an area of research is lacking as only 10 references have been noted to back information provided. A suggestion of adding 5 more references will be beneficial for the research to enhance credibility. 
	

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


	Language quality is excellent and suitable for scholarly communications.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is informative and will assist in the renewable industry as it already elaborates on scientific methods known. However, elaboration and further paragraph structuring needs to be provided for in “3.1.2 Organic Carbon and C:N Ratio”.  This paragraph is not coherently written and makes it hard for the reader to follow, this is because information of the WC and BM was not provided for, and the reader had to be moving between figures to understand the information provided due to lack of reference from the author. Further CN ratio for WC was not provided. 
A suggestion on how to structure this paragraph would be to discuss each substrate carbon and CN ratio individually and discuss the results and gas potential of each separately without jumping to one substrate and the other. There after comparative analysis of the substrates to end the paragraph. This will provide for easy read for a reader. 
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