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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.
	    The presented work is a work with a topical and practical application area. Therefore, research work carried out in this direction, including in recent years, is not small. Since it is ecologically clean and economically efficient, interest in such research work is still high today. There is a great need for such work to reduce the problems caused by urban waste to a certain extent.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      The title of the study is clear and appropriate for the study.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      A manuscript annotation briefly summarizes the contents of the manuscript.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      Keywords are relevant to the text of the manuscript and are sufficient to obtain information about the text.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      There are some shortcomings in the presentation of the main data in the manuscript. It would be good if the authors also analyzed the following works that are directly relevant to their research:
       1. H.I. Abdel-Shafy, M.S.M. Mansour. Solid waste issue: Sources, composition, disposal, recycling, and valorization. Egyptian Journal of Petroleum, 27 (2018), 1275–1290.
       2. Municipal solid waste compost: Global trends and biogeochemical cycling.  X. Caoa, P. N. Williamsa, et al. Municipal solid waste compost: Global trends and biogeochemical cycling. Soil & Environmental Health. 1 (2023), 100038.
       3. M. N. Gani, M. M.l Alam, et al. Influence of City Waste Compost on Soil Properties, Growth and Yield of Jute. Pakistan Journal of Biological Sciences 4 (12): 1484-1486, 2001.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	     The research objectives and hypotheses were not clearly stated.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      The literature provided is consistent with the text of the manuscript. However, although the literature review includes an analysis of the results of recent studies, these studies are not sufficient. For example, it would be better if the results of the mentioned studies and many other studies in the open press were also analysed.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	     There are some shortcomings in the methodological part. Thus, it is not clear on what criteria the authors used to select the norms they applied for each quintal. For example, why 3 tons/quintal, 6 tons/quintal and 9 tons/quintal were chosen for CWC. These need to be justified. This part notes that the results obtained were statistically processed using ANOVA variance analysis. It would be good to also provide information about the statistical processing program.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	I couldn't detect any ethical issues.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	     The results are clearly presented. It would be good if the authors also analysed their results with those of other authors.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	     There are no figures, but the tables are clearly presented and consistent with the text of the manuscript. The figures presented in the tables are essential for understanding the text.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	     I should note that the authors only listed the results of other authors and did not discuss their own results with those of other authors. Therefore, it is impossible to answer this question.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes. The conclusions are supported by the data.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	No. Not discussed.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	      The references are relevant, however, their number is insufficient.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	       The manuscript is written in clear and understandable language.
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

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

	Yes. The article's title suits its content.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	      Yes. The summary of the article is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
	       Yes. The manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

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

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

	       The information sources provided are relevant but not sufficient.
       I propose to include the following sources in the bibliography:
       1. H.I. Abdel-Shafy, M.S.M. Mansour. Solid waste issue: Sources, composition, disposal, recycling, and valorization. Egyptian Journal of Petroleum, 27 (2018), 1275–1290.
       2. Municipal solid waste compost: Global trends and biogeochemical cycling.  X. Caoa, P. N. Williamsa, et al. Municipal solid waste compost: Global trends and biogeochemical cycling. Soil & Environmental Health. 1 (2023), 100038.
       3. M. N. Gani, M. M.l Alam, et al. Influence of City Waste Compost on Soil Properties, Growth and Yield of Jute. Pakistan Journal of Biological Sciences 4 (12): 1484-1486, 2001.
	

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

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

	    NO
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