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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.


	This study contributes to ongoing discussions on greenhouse gas mitigation and sustainable organic waste management. By investigating compost and biochar interactions on soil CO₂ emissions, it provides useful insights into improving soil health while minimizing carbon losses. The findings may inform climate-smart agricultural practices and sustainable soil amendment strategies in tropical regions. With appropriate revisions, the manuscript could offer invaluable practical and environmental implications for researchers and policymakers.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is relevant but requires formatting correction. It is currently written in full capitalization and should be revised to sentence case.

Suggested revised title: Impact of Food Waste-Derived Compost with Varying Biochar Contents on Soil Carbon Dioxide (CO₂) Emissions
	

	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 covers the main aspects of the study but requires revision for clarity and scientific accuracy.

Corrections and suggestions:

· Replace “C02” with CO₂ (correct chemical notation with subscript).

· Remove informal wording such as “popularly known as greenhouse gases.”

· Replace “Amongst” with “Among.”

· Improve sentence structure and eliminate repetition.

· Clarify quantitative findings (e.g., percentage reduction in CO₂ emissions).

· Ensure the final sentences are complete and properly punctuated.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The research concept is scientifically sound; however, methodological and reporting improvements are required.

The geographic coordinates provided (50.07°–50.20° north) appear incorrect for Ghana, which is approximately 5° N. This should be verified and corrected.

·  Additionally, certain grammatical and technical inconsistencies appear in the Materials and Methods section, such as:

· “range between 900mm and 1600 mm” → should read “ranges between 900 mm and 1,600 mm.”

· “The variation in temperature is greater February and March” → should read “Temperature variation is greatest in February and March.”

· “miller” should be corrected to “mill.”

· “Supper Phosphate” should be corrected to “Superphosphate.”

· “carboard” should be corrected to “cardboard.”

· “readily availability” should be corrected to “ready availability.”

In the Results section, several sentence fragments and typographical errors are present (e.g., “Aligning with the respective sampling dates,” “9thday,” “t was reported”). These should be corrected for clarity. 

First-person expressions such as “forced us to rethink” should be revised to objective academic phrasing.

In the Discussion, phrases such as “like a carbon sink” should be revised to “acts as a carbon sink.” 

Besides,

The description of “anaerobic conditions” for CO₂ measurement requires clarification, as soil respiration is typically measured under aerobic incubation.
Units are inconsistently reported (e.g., mg_CO2_C d/kg). These should be standardized (e.g., mg CO₂ kg⁻¹ day⁻¹).

Statistical analysis reporting is inconsistent, particularly regarding sampling days and ANOVA results. 

ANOVA was performed only for Days 0, 3, 6, 9, yet tables include Days 16, 23, 37, 58
Clarify whether ANOVA was conducted for all days.

Replication formatting issue: “six and four replications summing up to twenty – four (24)”

Should be: “Six treatments with four replicates each (n = 4), totaling 24 experimental units.”


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally recent (2021–2025), which is recommendable. However, improvements are required:

Inconsistent reference formatting.

Some references appear incomplete (missing journal names or publication details).

Some references incomplete:

· Kumar et al. (n.d.) → Missing year and journal.

· Elkhlifi et al. (2023) → Journal missing.

DOI formatting is inconsistent.

Minor punctuation and spacing errors are present.

One reference appears merged (“Geoderma Compost amendment…”)

Journal names are not consistently formatted.

Some in-text citations appear in the manuscript but are missing from the references list, while others are present in the reference list but are not cited anywhere for example:

· (Hall et al. 2021)

· UNEP 2021

· Shakoor 2021
·  Dankwa et al., 2018 

· Asamoah (1973), 

· Johnson, 2020)

· Yang, Z. (2025).
All references should be carefully revised to comply strictly with the reference style and guidelines of the journal (Journal of Global Ecology and Environment) 


	

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


	The manuscript requires substantial language editing. Frequent issues include:

· Run-on sentences

· Missing commas (e.g., after “Globally” and “However”)

· Capitalization inconsistencies

· Grammatical errors

· Repetition

· Inconsistent tense usage (e.g “were chosen” → “was chosen”)

· upper Phosphate,” “carboard”)

Professional language revision is strongly recommended before publication.

	

	Optional/General comments


	· Ensure consistent formatting of CO₂ throughout the manuscript.

· Standardize units across text and tables.

· Table 1 contains duplicated treatment entries (“COMPOST+10% BIOCHAR” appears twice) and missing units in headings.
· Spacing issue: “Grams(g)” should be revised to “Grams (g).”

· Align ANOVA p-values properly in tables.

· Use consistent superscripts for statistical grouping letters.

· Avoid introducing new information in the conclusion.
· Ensure headings follow consistent capitalization style.

	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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