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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 study has yielded practical field-based data regarding the viability of brewer’s mash as an organic fertilizer that can enhance the performance and yield of pepper plants grown under humid tropical environments. It offers valuable contributions to the body of scientific knowledge about sustainable nutrient management, organic waste recycling, and the circular nature of agricultural practices through the presentation of how brewery wastes could potentially be utilized as valuable inputs in agriculture. This is of value to other researchers interested in the management of soil fertility, sustainable horticulture, and sustainable alternative fertilizers for tropical crop production systems.
	



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
	

	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	

	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
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	2
	




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.

	No
Abstract includes the objectives of the study, methodology, treatments used, and important findings; however, there are too many numerical values in the abstract. Moreover, there is an inconsistency in the numbers/statistical findings provided in the abstract and tables, which must be sorted out. Furthermore, a more prudent conclusion about the optimum rate of application needs to be stated.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No
An experimental approach is correct, but there are a number of issues related to science and statistics that need to be addressed. Specifically, some of the assertions of differences seem contradictory to the values of LSD provided; there are numeric contradictions between the text and tables; sampling of the soil is indicated at “0-15 m,” which seems incorrect; and 800 kg/ha cannot be considered optimal since this was just the highest level tested.


The manuscript tackles a relevant issue in that it studies the possibility of using brewer's mash as a source of organic fertilizer for pepper cultivation. However, there are numerous things that need to be fixed before this manuscript can be accepted for publication. There needs to be a careful review of statistics and the significance testing; the differences in data between the text and tables have to be sorted out; certain methodological issues need to be clarified; and last but not least, the recommendation of using 800 kg/ha needs to be toned down as it is the highest rate used in the experiment and not necessarily the optimum one. More recent literature needs to be added in the Introduction and the Discussion, and overall the manuscript needs serious linguistic and scientific editing.

	

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

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

	Partially
The references provided in the document contain an adequate number of pertinent references and some recent articles as well, however, a lot of references provided are quite outdated or generalized. The review of literature needs to be enhanced through the addition of recent scholarly articles dealing specifically with brewer’s spent grains/mash as soil amendment/nutrient source/circular economy.

	

	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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