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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 manuscript addresses an important aspect of sustainable agriculture and industrial waste valorization. The conversion of lac processing waste into an organic plant growth promoter aligns well with circular economy and bioresource recycling principles. Considering India’s significant lac production, this study has practical implications for rural industries and sustainable nutrient management. The integration of lac waste with rice husk ash and fly ash presents a potentially cost-effective alternative to chemical fertilizers. The topic is relevant and timely in the context of sustainable soil health management.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate and reflects the main objective of the study. However, it could be slightly refined for clarity and scientific precision.

Suggested alternative title:
“Valorization of Lac Processing Waste as an Organic Soil Amendment for Tomato (Solanum lycopersicum) Growth”
	

	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 is generally well-structured and summarizes the background, methodology, results, and conclusion effectively. However, the following improvements are recommended:

1. The experimental duration (55 days) should be mentioned.

2. The number of replications should be specified.

3. Some quantitative results (e.g., plant height reported as 9 cm) appear low for 55 days and require clarification.

4. Avoid overly broad claims such as “significantly improved microbial activity” unless microbial activity was directly measured and presented in results.

Overall, the abstract is satisfactory but needs minor clarification and precision.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The study design (CRD, ANOVA with Tukey’s HSD) is appropriate for pot experiments. The physicochemical and plant growth parameters measured are relevant.

However, several scientific concerns require attention:

1. Composting Process Not Clearly Described: The manuscript mentions controlled composting, but details such as duration, temperature, moisture management, C:N ratio, and stabilization criteria are missing.

2. Replication Details: The number of replicates per treatment is not clearly mentioned.

3. Statistical Presentation: Tables lack statistical grouping letters (a, b, c) indicating significant differences.

4. EC Values: EC variation appears highly inconsistent (e.g., very large SD values). Clarification on measurement consistency is required.

5. Chlorophyll Units: Chlorophyll content is expressed in mg/ml without indicating extraction volume or leaf fresh weight basis. Standard expression (mg/g FW) would be preferable.

6. Heavy Metal Consideration: Since fly ash was used, heavy metal analysis should be included to ensure safety.

7. Use of Mercuric Chloride: HgCl₂ is highly toxic. Proper disposal and safety compliance should be mentioned.

These issues require revision but are correctable.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate and include classical soil science literature and recent studies (up to 2025). However:

· Some analytical method references are outdated (e.g., Piper 1950, Kjeldahl 1883) and may be supplemented with modern standardized methods.

· Additional recent literature on industrial waste composting and biofertilizer formulation (2020–2024) could strengthen the discussion.

· Ensure uniform formatting of journal names and DOIs.

Overall, references are acceptable but can be slightly strengthened.


	

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


	The manuscript is understandable but requires moderate language editing:

· Some grammatical errors and spacing inconsistencies exist.

· Figure numbering is repetitive (e.g., two figures labeled “Mean Germination variation”).

· Certain sentences are repetitive in discussion.

· Minor typographical issues (e.g., spacing in “andZarenia”) need correction.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Clearly define compost maturity parameters.

· Include a schematic diagram of compost preparation.

· Provide initial soil characteristics before treatment mixing.

· Include root length data numerically in results tables.

· Clarify whether the experiment was conducted in boxes or pots (inconsistent terminology).

· Add economic feasibility discussion (cost comparison vs chemical fertilizers).
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No major ethical issues are apparent. The study involves plant experimentation only. However, proper mention of safe handling and disposal of mercuric chloride (HgCl₂) should be added.
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