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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, 

correct the manuscript and highlight that part in 
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors 
should write his/her feedback here) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide 
additional suggestions/comments) 

 
 

1- Yes, it is. 
2- The title is suitable 
3- No is it not comprehensive (needs to be rewritten)  
4- Yes, they are 
5- Yes, but the authors need to do the required corrections.  
6- References are very old and the authors need to use recent references.  

 
 
 
 
 

 

Minor REVISION comments 
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly 

communications? 

The English language needs to be improved.  
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
Abstract page 1, Lines 8-10. The sentence is not grammatically correct. It is not clear. Rewrite this 
sentence. Rewrite the Abstract to include two lines about the experimental program and procedure and 
the methods followed. Present some numbers or percentages from the results in the Abstract.   
Line 26: add a comma after “At present,” 
Line 28: Grammar mistake   
Line 29: Add references to support the statement.   
Line 31: Spelling mistake “Theses”  
Lines 26-32: Add at least four references.  
Lines 34-38: Add references to support the statistic  
Line 38: correct the number. 
Line 40: How you use a reference dated 1999 to support current statistics.  
Lines 46-47: Use more recent references from the last 5 years.  
Line 47: Grammar mistake. 
Line 57: Grammar mistake.  
Line 61: Add the Country name after the City name.  
Line 71-77: How did you determine the microbial consortium? did you add the selected bacteria? or you 
have done isolation and characterization.  
Page 2: Line 71, add details about the drums (size, dimensions, made of) 
Page 8: Table 1, what were initial moisture, temperature, and bulk density at the start of the test.  
Page 8: Table 2, what were the initial pH, EC, OC,  and C/N ratio at the start of the test.  
Page 9 – Lines 3-13 : What was the ambient temperature during the test period. Was the drum thermally 
isolated? What was the effect of ambient temperature on the test?  
Page 9- Line 32: Use a recent reference.   
Page 11: Table 3: What were the initial values of N, Pb,  and K.  
Page 12: Table 4, What were the initial values of Ca, Mg, and S.  
Page 15: Lines 2-10 , use recent references.  
Page 19: line 41-42, rewrite the first sentence.  
What is the effect of the drum material on the process? 
It is not clear whether the process was aerobic or anaerobic? 
You have opened the drums after 20, 40, 60, and 80 days. What was the effect of that on the process.  
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Use recent references.  
Grammar and spelling check should be done thoroughly.  
Rewrite the Abstract  
Rewrite the conclusion.  

 
PART  2:  
 

 
Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight 

that part in the manuscript. 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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