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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 addresses a significant environmental and agricultural concern by exploring the use of agro-industrial effluents to improve the fertility and hydraulic properties of tropical soils. The comparative assessment of palm oil mill effluent (POME) and cassava mill effluent (CME) on soils developed from different parent materials offers meaningful insights into nutrient dynamics and soil quality enhancement within humid tropical environments. The study also provides valuable regional evidence from Akwa Ibom State, where research on the interactions between agro-industrial effluents and diverse tropical soil systems is still limited. Overall, the findings have practical relevance for promoting sustainable waste management practices and improving soil fertility management in tropical agricultural systems.
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	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
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5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
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	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
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	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
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PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	Yes
The title clearly reflects the scope of the work, including agro-industrial effluents, soil fertility, hydraulic properties, and contrasting parent materials.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract adequately summarizes the objectives, methodology, major findings, and conclusions. However, inclusion of key statistical outcomes or significance levels would further strengthen the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	
Yes, but minor scientific and structural improvements are recommended.

Suggestions for improvement:
1. The manuscript would benefit from stronger statistical interpretation. Although mean values are presented, the absence of statistical significance testing (e.g., ANOVA, p-values, or post hoc analysis) weakens the comparative interpretation among treatments and soil types.
2. The discussion section should more critically compare findings with previous related studies rather than mainly describing observed trends.
3. The limitations of the study are not adequately discussed. The authors should mention limitations such as seasonal variability, short-term assessment, sampling constraints, or absence of microbial and heavy metal analyses.
4. Some methodological equations and symbols in the hydraulic conductivity section appear improperly formatted and should be carefully revised.
5. The manuscript contains several grammatical inconsistencies and repetitive sentence constructions that require careful language editing.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	The references are generally relevant, recent, and appropriate for the topic. The inclusion of recent studies from 2023–2025 strengthens the manuscript.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No ethical concerns were identified.
	




PART 3. Confidential Comments (If any) to the Editor:

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	
The manuscript presents useful findings and has scientific merit. The experimental design and regional relevance are good, and the data contribute to understanding the agricultural implications of agro-industrial effluent disposal in tropical soils. However, the manuscript requires major revision before acceptance, particularly regarding statistical analysis, improvement of discussion depth, clarification of methodological equations, and language polishing.
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