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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.
	This manuscript addresses an important environmental problem in the Niger Delta region of Nigeria, where petroleum hydrocarbon contamination poses significant risks to soil quality and agricultural productivity. The study evaluates the use of locally available agro-wastes, particularly spent mushroom substrate (SMS) and Costus afer bagasse, as amendments for the remediation of petroleum hydrocarbon-contaminated soil. The comparison of different amendment rates and contamination levels over a 120-day period provides useful information on the potential applicability of these materials for low-cost bioremediation. The findings may contribute to the development of locally appropriate and environmentally sustainable strategies for managing petroleum-contaminated soils; however, several methodological and reporting issues should be addressed before publication.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	4 - The title clearly identifies the amendments, contaminants, and study objective. 
	

	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
	4 - The abstract presents the objective, experimental design, major findings, and conclusion. However, some details require reconciliation with the tables and statistical methodology, particularly the reported regression analysis and amendment terminology.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - The keywords are relevant to the study and facilitate indexing. 
	

	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
	4 - The introduction provides appropriate background but requires substantial language editing, removal of repetition.
	

	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
	4 - The general objective can be identified, but explicit research objectives or hypotheses should be stated clearly.
	

	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
	4 - Relevant literature is cited, but the review should be strengthened with recent peer-reviewed studies.
	

	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
	3 - The experimental concept is appropriate, but the description of the factorial design, replication, analytical procedures, baseline measurements, hydrocarbon extraction/quantification, and statistical analysis requires clarification.
	

	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
	N/A - No major human or animal ethical concerns are apparent from the study. 
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 - The data indicate clear temporal reductions in hydrocarbons; however, statistical outputs, variability measures, and complete results should be presented more clearly.
	

	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


	3 - The tables contain useful data but are difficult to interpret in their current format. Figures 2–4 are referred to but are not adequately presented in the supplied manuscript.
	

	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
	3 - Some comparison with previous studies is provided, but the discussion should more critically explain the mechanisms and differences between SMS and Costus afer bagasse.
	

	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
	3- The general conclusion is consistent with the reported trends. However, statements concerning statistical significance, regulatory compliance, and comparative performance should be carefully aligned with the actual statistical results.
	

	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
	3-Important limitations are not sufficiently 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
	4-The references are generally relevant, but additional recent peer-reviewed literature and careful verification of all citations are required.
	

	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
	3-Extensive grammatical, typographical, formatting, terminology, and sentence-structure problems are present. 
	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Yes – Minor revision recommended. The abstract provides the major components of the study, including the objective, experimental treatments, duration, analytical parameters, and principal findings. However, it should be revised for consistency with the Materials and Methods and Results sections. In particular, the statistical methods reported in the abstract should correspond exactly to those actually used in the manuscript. The authors should also clearly distinguish between TPH, TPAH, and TMAH and ensure that the reported maximum removal efficiencies can be directly verified from the corresponding tables.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes – Minor revision is recommended. The study addresses a relevant research question and presents potentially useful experimental findings; however, several scientific and methodological aspects require clarification before the manuscript can be considered fully reliable. The experimental design should be described consistently, including the number of treatments, contamination levels, amendment rates, replication, and sampling periods. The statistical analysis also requires clarification, including the exact ANOVA model, factors, interaction effects, degrees of freedom, and post-hoc comparisons where applicable. 
	

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

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

	Yes-The references are generally relevant to petroleum contamination and bioremediation, but the literature base should be strengthened with recent peer-reviewed studies, particularly publications from the last five years.
	

	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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