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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that
part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that
authors should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The manuscript is presented haphazardly. In fact, the

whole manuscript is confusing. The parameters, taken

into account, are not sufficient for systematic analysis.

The authors are kindly requested to repeat the

experiments and rewrite the manuscript scientifically.

1. In the Introduction section, the authors have
mentioned 35°C is the favourable temp. for
mesophilic AD. Why did you perform your
experiments at room temp. ?

2. In the text, the authors have mentioned that
experiments have been done at room temp. But the
digesters are inside water bath in the figure.

3. Did the authors use only one cylinder to measure the
gas from 3 Anaerobic Digesters.

4. Itwas mentioned that NaOH of 10 N has been used to
control pH. Again, it is presented that NaOH of 2N
had been used to make the substrate neutral.

5. Whatis the meaning of Table 2 for fermentation
process?

6. How many reactors did the authors use for
conducting the experiments?

7. Did the authors measure VFAs, C/N ratio, VS ...etc?

8. Ureawas added to maintain COD:N ratios. Did the
authors determine ammonia nitrogen and free
ammonia during the experimental period?

9. To sum up, the authors should present the
methodology clearly.

10. Itis not needed to define COD in results section.
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Itis not required to present literature reviews in the
results section but it is necessary to compare your
results with previous researches.

Once we’ve mentioned the retention time was 30
days. Why did you take 30 days? Again, we've
presented 90 days as retention time. How did you
compare your results?

Did you determine methane, hydrogen and carbon
dioxide in biogas ?

In the figure, pH is less than 4.0 from 5days to end of
the digestion. In such condition, it is not possible to
evolve biogas from any substracts.

It is mentioned that pH was controlled. Did you
maintain pH only initially or throughout the
digestion period?

You’ve mentioned that biogas was evolving after 90
days. Why did you stop the digestion?

Did you note any values (COD, N, TS, VS, VFAs,
ammonia nitrogen, free ammonia.... etc. ) for
digestion?

I could not understand ‘what do you want to
investigate ?’

Minor REVISION comments

=

Please mention units for each parameter in Table 1.
Vinasse is liquid. You got its TS about 28%. Please
check it.

Many grammatical errors.

Many sentences are repeated.

Optional /General comments
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