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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.


	As per my evaluation, this manuscript addresses a critical issue of renewable energy and waste management in sub-Saharan Africa, particularly Nigeria. The study provides empirical data on the performance of yam peel, maize husk, and cassava peel as co-substrates with cow dung under mesophilic digestion. Such research is important to the scientific community as it promotes sustainable waste-to-energy practices, supports circular economy principles, and aligns with global efforts toward achieving SDG 7 (Affordable and Clean Energy) and SDG 13 (Climate Action). The findings are valuable for both researchers and policymakers working on rural energy access and agricultural waste management
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is clear, concise, and accurately reflects the content
	

	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 comprehensive, well-structured, and captures the research problem, methodology, major findings, and conclusion. However, it could be slightly shortened for conciseness by avoiding repetition of statistics in both results and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	OK. The manuscript is scientifically robust, methodologically sound, and well-presented. The experimental setup, feedstock characterization, and statistical analysis are appropriate. The discussion adequately links findings with existing literature. However, the authors should add more detail on the potential inhibitory role of cyanogenic compounds in cassava peel and suggest possible pre-treatment strategies.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, recent, and relevant.
	

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


	The manuscript is written in clear, scholarly English, with only minor grammatical and typographical errors. These should be rectified. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The study is valuable but could be enhanced by including methane percentage measurements (biogas composition), not only volume.

2. Future scope should emphasize potential scaling-up of findings from lab-scale digesters to community-level digesters.

3. Figures are clear, but captions could be more descriptive (e.g., indicate which treatment corresponds to which curve in Fig. 1).
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