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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 paper is significant to the scientific community because it sheds light on how agro-industrial effluents affect the fertility, structural stability, and hydraulic behaviour of severely weathered tropical soils generated from diverse parent materials. 


The study helps to promote sustainable soil management by showing that palm oil mill effluent and cassava mill effluent may increase nutrient availability, organic matter buildup, porosity, and water flow in acidic tropical soils. 

The findings are especially significant to tropical agriculture and environmental management because they emphasise the possibility for reusing agro-industrial wastes as low-cost soil supplements while simultaneously addressing waste disposal and soil degradation issues.

 Furthermore, the comparative evaluation across different parent materials advances scientific understanding of soil-effluent interactions and serves as a valuable resource for researchers, agronomists, environmental scientists, and policymakers interested in sustainable land use and circular agricultural practices in tropical regions.
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

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

	Yes
	

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

	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
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	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
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If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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PART 3. Confidential Comments (If any) to the Editor:

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	
Confidential Comments for the Editor:
The text is scientifically important and contains valuable information about the impact of agro-industrial effluents on tropical soil fertility and physical attributes. The study is properly planned, and the data provide good support for the outcomes. Before publishing, minor adjustments to improve language clarity and clarify limits are requested.

Reviewer's Comments:
The paper is well-organised and contains significant data about the favourable impacts of palm oil mill and cassava mill effluents on soil quality. The approach and findings are transparent, and the work adds significant value to soil and environmental studies. Minor edits for clarity and table display are recommended.
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