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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.
	It looks like the paper compares biogas production from cow dung alone versus cow dung mixed with cassava peel and water hyacinth…. the authors run three big digesters for 30 days and track gas quantity, methane quality, and how fast the digestion process happens….. the topic is interesting and very practical, especially for communities dealing with waste and energy shortages…. It feels like something that could scale well in real life….
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The tittle was fairly good but the main focus was co-digested of water hyacinth and cassava peel with cow dung…. So better to include those… If authors did not include co-digested with cow dung in the tittle readers might expect that the work only focus on cassava peel and water hyacinth……
	

	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.
	Abstract was more than good for me… I would give 90% as all elements were there… remaining 10% would be granted if authors include practical implication or future direction after highlighting the key finding…..
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes… the manuscript is scientifically sound and the conclusions are supported by the findings….
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have
suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No…. But for me the reference list is generally sufficient and covers key literature on anaerobic digestion, co-
digestion and biogass purification… Only that I would suggest to include recent references that was at least 5 years old… addition of another two or three references would be nice……
	

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

	Optional/General comments
	I think the paper would look a lot cleaner with some small formatting fixes	Preferebly to put numbering on
the main sections will more likely follow a standard research article…. Adding section numbers for Introduction, Materials and Methods, Results, Discussion and Conclusion will improve readability and help readers navigate the content more efficiently	It would also help if the results had a proper table to summarize the biogas data
instead of relying only on text and graphs	And for the figures, using the built-in MS Word ‘Insert Caption’
feature would make everything consistent because right now the captions look like they were added manually with text boxes…..
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail) No
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