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	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 makes a valuable contribution to the growing body of research on sustainable waste management and renewable energy recovery in developing countries. It provides new insights into the co-digestion of septic tank sludge with fruit waste and iron filings, which is a relatively underexplored combination in the context of Sub-Saharan Africa. The study is particularly relevant for the scientific and policy communities interested in circular economy approaches, energy valorisation, and sanitation management. Moreover, the findings could serve as a practical foundation for designing low-cost biogas systems in urban areas of West Africa.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Characterisation and Energy Valorisation Trials of Septic Tank Sludge from Urban Areas: A Case Study of Abomey-Calavi in Benin”  is clear and informative. However, it could be slightly refined to sound more scientific and concise.
	

	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 and well-organised, presenting the aim, methodology, and results clearly. However, it can be strengthened by:  Adding quantitative data on sludge characteristics (e.g., mean C/N ratio, COD, BOD₅) to give readers a better sense of the input material.  Including the exact percentage improvement in methane yield when iron filings were added, to highlight the novelty and importance of the results. Avoiding redundancy (e.g., “Sludge is subjected…” should be in the past tense). Ending with a stronger practical implication statement, such as how these findings can be applied to household or municipal waste management.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and presents a solid experimental design and analysis. The methods for sample collection, digester setup, and gas measurement are adequately described. However, a few issues need clarification:  The C/N ratio (0.07) appears extremely low and may result from a calculation or unit error - this should be verified.  The sample size (five sludge samples) is relatively small; a justification for its representativeness is needed. Some data interpretation in the discussion section could be strengthened with statistical validation or error analysis. Overall, the scientific basis is valid but requires minor revisions for precision and clarity
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are comprehensive and mostly relevant, including several recent sources (up to 2024). Nonetheless, a few additional or complementary references could improve the context: Recent reviews on iron-assisted anaerobic digestion (e.g., 2023–2024 studies on zero-valent iron in biogas systems). Literature on biogas production from fruit or organic waste co-digestion in similar African contexts. Formatting inconsistencies (spacing, capitalization, and DOI presentation) should also be corrected.
	

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


	Minor grammatical corrections are required, especially in the methodology and discussion sections.
	

	Optional/General comments


	the manuscript requires significant revisions before publication, mainly : Clarifying data accuracy (notably the C/N ratio and BOD₅ inconsistencies). Improving figure and table presentation (labels, units, and error bars). Enhancing the scientific discussion with deeper comparative and mechanistic insights. Refining language and structure for clarity and conciseness. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

Nil
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