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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 manuscript offers a timely and comprehensive review of strategies to enhance biogas production from lignocellulosic waste, a key challenge in renewable energy research. It critically examines recent advances in pretreatment methods and co-digestion strategies, providing clear insights for improving anaerobic digestion efficiency. The work is valuable for guiding future research and accelerating the development of scalable, sustainable bioenergy systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally clear and appropriate. However, for improved clarity and specificity, consider the following alternative: “Recent Advances in Pretreatment and Anaerobic Digestion of Lignocellulosic Wastes for Biogas Production: A Review”
This revised title highlights both the focus on pretreatment strategies and the goal of biogas generation, which are central themes in the manuscript.


	

	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 is generally comprehensive. It outlines the key objectives, scope, challenges, and contributions of the review. However, it can be improved for clarity and conciseness by adjusting the structure slightly and avoiding redundancy.

Suggested Improvements:

Streamline phrasing: Phrases like “offers an abundant and renewable feedstock for bioenergy production” and “emphasizing its potential as a sustainable solution to the global energy crisis and environmental degradation” could be condensed to maintain focus.

Add quantitative context: Consider briefly stating the typical methane yields or biogas potential from lignocellulosic biomass to emphasize the significance.

Mention key findings or gaps: Since it’s a review, briefly highlight a key conclusion or research gap identified.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound. It accurately presents current knowledge on anaerobic digestion of lignocellulosic waste, with well-supported discussions on pretreatment methods, microbial dynamics, and methane yield enhancement. The content is consistent with established research and free of major scientific errors.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient and include many recent and relevant studies, particularly from the past 5–7 years. They cover key areas such as pretreatment methods, co-digestion, microbial dynamics, and bioenergy applications.

Suggestion: To further strengthen the review, the authors may consider adding more recent meta-analyses or systematic reviews from the last 2–3 years, especially on techno-economic assessments and lifecycle analysis of biogas systems using lignocellulosic biomass.


	

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


	Yes, the language is appropriate for scholarly communication, with minor edits needed for clarity and conciseness.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript provides a valuable and timely overview of recent developments in anaerobic digestion of lignocellulosic waste. It is well-organized and informative. Minor revisions to improve clarity, update a few references, and streamline the abstract would further enhance its quality.

Well-written and scientifically sound; minor edits needed for clarity and completeness.
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