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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.


	While the topic is important in terms of scope, there are some gaps in research. It is unclear whether this study can be adapted everywhere and how it will contribute. Analysis such as waste utilization and heavy metal analyses are lacking, and the effects of post-fermentation product discharge on the soil are not discussed much.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The study not only mentioned sugar waste but also ash use, a statement could be made that includes both.
	

	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.


	Gas outlet volumes are written in detail
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Mesolic conditions are generally known as optimum operating temperatures of 35-37°C. In this study, temperatures of 28.83 to 29.37°C are considered low, although they are relatively mesophilic.

Heavy metal analyses of the raw material given as bagasse ash are incomplete, it is also referred to in the article as suitable for use as liquid fertilizer, however, the contents of these raw materials are incomplete. As a result, the fermented product will be applied to the soil and problems such as heavy metal accumulation and salinity will arise in the soil.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	It is sufficent
	

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


	In some places it is written as biogas instead of biogaz. It would be more convenient if the m3 and dm3 expressions were shown in mathematical notation.(m3 ve dm3 )
	

	Optional/General comments


	The dry matter and organic matter contents of the raw materials used in the study (1) sugarcane wastewater; 2) wastewater + bagasse ash; 3) wastewater + cow manure; and 4) wastewater + ash + cow manure) are incomplete. Furthermore, what will be the output for biogas companies in the production of these materials? Transportation costs and indications are not mentioned. Organic content and solids content are essential elements in biogas. Effects such as COD are mentioned, but installations should be established to demonstrate how this variability depends on the actual inoculum amount.
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