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	Author’s Feedback (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 holds significant value for the scientific community by evaluating the potential of oil palm empty fruit bunches (EFB) and coal fly ash as soil ameliorants in post-coal mining areas, It provides empirical evidence that 80 t/ha EFB effectively raises soil pH in acidic post-mining soils, addressing a key barrier to agricultural rehabilitation such as corn cultivation on these degraded lands. Overall, these findings advance sustainable land reclamation practices, promoting waste-to-resource solutions amid Indonesia's expanding coal production.​
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The Effect of Oil Palm Empty Fruit Bunch on Acidity and Nitrogen Content in Post-coal Mining Soil"—is not fully suitable. Suggested Title "Effects of Oil Palm Empty Fruit Bunch and Coal Fly Ash on Soil pH and Nitrogen Status in Post-Coal Mining Soil". This alternative precisely reflects the study's scope, treatments, and primary findings—EFB's pH improvement at 80 t/ha and limited N impacts—while using standard scientific phrasing for clarity and searchability.
	

	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.


	No, the abstract is not fully comprehensive and contains inaccuracies that misrepresent the findings. It overstates EFB's benefits by claiming significant improvements in pH, N-availability, and total-N, while the results section clarifies EFB only significantly raised pH (to 4.06 at 80 t/ha), showed no significant effect on total-N, and decreased N availability (NH4-N from 235 to 149 mg/kg and NO3-N from 372 to 178 mg/kg compared to controls). Additional needed includes: method summary, Accurate results, Conclusion. The author can remove misleading "Results" claim of EFB significantly improving N-availability and total-N, as it contradicts detailed findings.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	No, the manuscript contains several scientific inaccuracies and inconsistencies that undermine its reliability. Contradictory conclusion states EFB "increased pH but did not increase N availability" and total-N "is affected," yet lacks clarity on the negative N impacts or why controls outperformed treatments. Also revise to accurately report negative N findings, extend incubation periods in future work, include full data tables, and clarify NPK role. With corrections, it could contribute to post-mining reclamation literature
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, the references are insufficient in both quantity and recency, no agronomic application studies. No meta-analyses or recent reviews on waste-based soil amelioration are included, weakening the introduction's rationale.​
	

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


	The language and English quality are not suitable for scholarly communication due to pervasive grammatical errors, Sentences like "the total-N content of the soil is affected" lack specificity; "3,5 kg of soil sample" uses wrong comma decimal; "aquadest" should be "distilled water"; "0.2215 as base fertilization" appears as a formatting error. Abrupt shifts (e.g., abstract jumps from aims to fragmented results); inconsistent capitalization ("Soil Acidity pH"); run-on sentences in methods/results. The author can do better in addressing the above.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Revise title, abstract, and conclusions for precision on N reductions and fly ash's null effects. Polish English, and add recent references, and include full data tables. With post-corrections, it will be more suitable for publication in soil science journals.
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