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	PART 1: Comments

	
	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.
	This paper addresses an important area in renewable energy and waste management with valorisation of oil palm residues for biogas production. Such residues are abundant in developing countries, and improving their digestibility has practical environmental and economic benefits. The combined use of Fe₂O₃ nanoparticles and pretreatment is a timely concept with clear industrial relevance. The study adds to ongoing discussions on catalytic enhancement in anaerobic digestion, though certain experimental and reporting aspects need
improvement before publication.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The current title is generally suitable and reflects the study’s content. However, for better readability, I would suggest: “Effect of Iron Oxide Nanoparticles and Combined Pretreatment on Biogas Yield from Oil Palm Empty Fruit Bunch 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.
	The abstract is clear and well-structured but a bit general. It should briefly mention the number of replicates, normalization of gas volumes to standard temperature and pressure, and the main quantitative results (e.g., methane yield per gram of volatile solids). A short statement on the environmental or economic significance would make it more compelling.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The experimental plan is logical, and the objectives are relevant.
However, the manuscript would benefit from more rigorous scientific treatment in the following areas:
1. No mention of replicates or statistical analysis; this makes it difficult to assess the validity of reported differences.
2. Gas volumes appear to be presented as raw data rather than normalized to STP or per unit VS.
3. The nanoparticle dosage (1 g/L) seems high; a dose–response test would help justify this choice.
4. There is no information about nanoparticle characterization or residual Fe in the digestate.
Despite these issues, the observed trends (increased methane yield and improved kinetics) are credible and align with published literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is adequate and fairly recent. However, the authors should include at least two or three more recent works on Fe-based nanoparticles in anaerobic digestion and on BMP standardization (e.g., Holliger et al.,
2016). This would place the work better within the global research context.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?
	The English is understandable but requires moderate revision for flow, grammar, and scientific tone. Equations and figure captions need formatting attention. I also suggest proofreading by a native or fluent editor to ensure consistency.
	

	Optional/General comments
	Overall, the study has a sound idea and good potential, but the presentation needs strengthening. I recommend the following improvements before publication:
1. Report all results as mean ± standard deviation with proper statistical tests.
2. Express gas yield as normalized CH₄ production (NL CH₄ g⁻¹ VS).
3. Include monitoring of pH, alkalinity, and VFAs during digestion.
4. Rebuild tables and figures with clear labels, units, and legends.
5. Discuss briefly the possible environmental effects or recyclability of nanoparticles.
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