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PART  1: Comments 
 

 Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript 
and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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. 
 

This manuscript contributes significantly to sustainable agriculture by demonstrating the potential of algae biofilm 
cultivated on anaerobic digester effluent as a biofertilizer. The study highlights an innovative method for recycling 
nutrients within the biosphere, reducing reliance on synthetic fertilizers, and enhancing circular bioeconomy approaches. 
The findings offer practical implications for wastewater treatment facilities and agricultural sustainability, bridging the gap 
between waste management and food production. 
 

 

Is the title of the article suitable? 
(If not please suggest an alternative title) 

 

The title is appropriate and accurately reflects the study's focus. No modifications are necessary. 

 

 

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. 

 

The abstract effectively summarizes the study, methodology, results, and conclusion. Struvite as a keyword of abstract is 
not mentioned in abstract even once. A slight refinement could improve clarity: 

 Suggestion: Explicitly state the significance of struvite precipitation within the biofilm and its contribution to 
fertilizer efficiency. 

 Clarify the statistical approach in simpler terms for better readability. 

 

 

Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please 
write here. 

The manuscript is scientifically robust and presents well-defined objectives, methodology, and results. The statistical 
analysis is appropriate, and the discussion aligns with the findings. 

 Minor concern: The discussion could briefly mention potential limitations or areas for future research. 

 

 

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 
have suggestions of additional references, please 
mention them in the review form. 

The references are recent and relevant. However, consider adding a citation on the broader implications of using 
biofertilizers in large-scale agriculture to strengthen the discussion. 

 

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

 

The manuscript is well-written, but a few minor grammatical refinements would improve readability. 

 Example: The phrase “the hypothesis were confirmed” should be corrected to “the hypothesis was confirmed.” 

 Ensure consistency in terminology, such as "Algal Biofilm" vs. "Algae Biofilm." 

 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 Refine some sentences for better clarity. 
  Mention any limitations or future research directions in the discussion. 
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

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

 
 
 

 
 
Reviewer Details: 
 

Name: Disha Agarwal 

Department, University & Country G. B. Pant University of Agriculture and Technology, India 

 
 


