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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.


	The manuscript focuses on sustainable management of sugarcane effluents through anaerobic co- digestion with bagasse ash and cow dung. This is a relevant area for renewable energy, waste valorization, and circular economy. The study shows that co-digestion improves pH stability, COD reduction, and biogas yield, which holds importance for both research and industrial applications.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable.
	

	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.


	The abstract is too descriptive with excessive numerical values. It should be shortened and focused on main outcomes. Suggested improvements:

· Report only trends (COD reduction, improved gas yield in co-digestion).
· Highlight best digester (E+C+B with highest biogas yield).
· Remove unnecessary detail (day-wise flammability results).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design is scientifically valid, but there are inconsistencies: COD efficiency values differ between sections; nitrogen reported as TKN/NTK/Total N inconsistently; average temperatures do not match range; units mix m³ and dm³; gas quality measured only by flammability test, not methane composition. These need correction.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are partially sufficient. Some are duplicated (Appels et al., 2008), some incomplete (e.g., Goula et al., 2006), and some with questionable years (2024). Authors should verify all, remove duplication, and include more recent co-digestion studies.
	

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


	English quality requires improvement. Many long and repetitive sentences, redundant expressions, and inconsistent terminology reduce readability. Language editing is strongly recommended.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Figures require clearer captions and proper axis labeling (use “Days” on x-axis). Table 1 is poorly formatted and p-values should be rounded. Conclusion should avoid unclear statements such as “biogas yield increased by 42%” without specifying baseline.
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