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	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	The study compares the physicochemical properties of olive mill solid waste to those of the compost derived from it. Arguably, composting involves the breakdown of the solid waste over a defined period of time and therefore it is reasonable to assume that the properties of the two would be different and that is what the study demonstrates in the end. Although I do not see how the study contributes to the scientific community at large, it would however be of significance to the town of Lunkaransar, where olive oil refinery Lunkaransar is located as means of managing the solid waste produced there.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is fine as it stands, however having gone through the content covered in the manuscript, I would suggest the following title;

“The physicochemical properties of olive mill solid waste and the compost derived from it”
	

	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 not properly gives a summary of what the study is about. The aims and objectives are not highlighted, key findings are  lightly mentioned, perhaps where the authors are referring to pH, organic carbon, macro and micronutrient, values of both materials analysed should be provided to give context.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	In terms of the methodology used, the article is scientifically correct, however, it is missing the discussion section, as it moves from methods to results and then conclusion. There is little to no comparison of the findings to existing literature. 
	

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

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


	Some editing might have to be done to improve readability of the article. Perhaps, the authors might use the editor function on the MS word package.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The authors need to explain their abbreviations before using them e.g OMSW, EC, C/N,N,P,K in the abstract. The last part of the introduction under aims suggests that there is an  olive oil refinery called Lunkaransar, as far as I know Lunkaransar is a town in the Bikaner district of Rajasthan in India that is known for an olive oil refinery.

Page 7 of the article, the authors seem to have used small letters for OMSW, may this be rectified throughout the article.  There appears to be the usage of the abbreviation FCO that is not described anywhere else in the manuscript.

Graphs 1 to 5 appear to be colour coded, however, there is no indication of what those colours mean. Thus your graphs are missing a a legend/key explaining those colours.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There are no ethical issues in this manuscript.
	


Reviewer details:

Phindile Madikizela, Institute for Water Research, Rhodes University, South Africa

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


