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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 study investigates the co-digestion of cattle manure with yam peel, maize husk, and cassava peel within 500 mL batch flasks under ambient mesophilic conditions. Biogas production was monitored via water displacement, with cumulative yields and production profiles documented, followed by an ANOVA analysis. The findings hold significance for decentralized waste-to-energy initiatives in sub-Saharan Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Co-Digestion of Cow Dung with Yam Peel, Maize Husk and Cassava Peel under Mesophilic Conditions
	

	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.


	Limitations in experimental design, measurement techniques, data normalization processes, and statistical methodologies hinder the manuscript's ability to substantiate its conclusions. Report biogas yield with mL g⁻¹ VS_added or NL CH₄ kg⁻¹ VS units.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The topic holds merit; however, publication requires implementation of BMP-standard batch methanogenic potential assays with volatile solids normalization, replicated statistical analysis (n ≥ 2), and quantified biogas composition including methane concentration.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Core citations predating 2010 (Kiely et al., 1998; Appels et al., 2008; Hartmann & Ahring, 2006; Ahring, 2010) necessitate replacement with contemporary methodological frameworks.
	

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


	The manuscript conveys its core concepts but requires revision to address frequent grammatical errors prior to publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript presents a relevant research focus but requires substantial methodological revision. Implementation of BMP-standard protocols with volatile solids normalization, replicated statistical analysis (n ≥ 2), and measured methane composition are required for credible performance assessment.
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