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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 an important and underexplored topic: the differential impacts of palm oil mill effluents and cassava mill effluents on soils derived from contrasting parent materials in humid tropical Nigeria. The study fills a significant knowledge gap by simultaneously evaluating soil physical properties (bulk density, porosity, hydraulic conductivity, moisture content) and chemical properties (pH, organic carbon, exchangeable bases, ECEC) across three parent material types (Coastal Plain Sands, Beach Ridge Sands, Sandstone/Shale). The findings are practically relevant for sustainable agro-waste management and soil fertility restoration in acid tropical environments where nutrient fixation severely limits crop productivity. The comparative multi-parameter approach makes this a valuable contribution to tropical soil science and environmental management, particularly in the context of southern Nigerian agriculture.
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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Is the title of the article suitable?

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

	The title is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the scope of the study, appropriately mentioning the key variables (agro-industrial effluents, soil fertility, pore architecture, hydraulic properties) and the study context (tropical soils with 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 provides a comprehensive overview of the study objectives, methods, key findings, and conclusions. However, the abstract would benefit from a brief mention of the statistical approach used and sample size.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	With reservations. The manuscript is scientifically sound in its approach and data collection. However, the absence of inferential statistics (ANOVA …) to support comparisons between treatments is a notable limitation. Statistical significance testing should be included to strengthen the scientific rigor of the claims made throughout the manuscript.
	

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

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

	The references are sufficient in number (over 40 citations) and reasonably up-to-date, with several citations from 2020-2025. The references are relevant to the topic and cover both the study context and key methodological approaches.
	

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

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

	No ethical issues are identified. The study involves soil and effluent sampling from field sites, with no human or animal subjects involved.
	




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

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	This manuscript presents useful field data on agro-industrial effluent impacts on tropical soils. The main technical concern is the absence of inferential statistical analysis. Data are presented only as means without ANOVA, standard error comparisons, or post-hoc tests, which makes it difficult to evaluate the significance of observed differences. The authors should add appropriate statistical comparisons to validate their interpretations. Additionally, the results and discussion sections are merged, which reduces readability and scientific clarity. Separating these sections and including statistical analysis would significantly improve the quality and publishability of this manuscript.
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