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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 manuscript studies how watering levels and soil treatments (biochar and Trichoderma harzianum) affect pepper growth, yield, and quality. The topic is important because water stress is a major problem iin agriculture, especially in tropical regions. The idea of combining soil amendments with microbial treatment is useful for improving crop performance in a sustainable way. The study also looks at many factors such as plant growth, soil quality, and stress responses, which adds value. However, some issues in data presentation and analysis reduce the overall reliability of the findings.
	



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
	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
	4
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	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
	       3
	

	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
	 2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	



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. It clearly describes the study, although it could be slightly shorter.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. In that it includes some important information, but it is quite dense and could be simplified for clarity, some terms should also be corrected for accuracy. Such as ‘peroxide dismutase’ – superoxide dismutase (SOD). Reduce repetition of treatment descriptions and presents key results more selectively.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The statistical reporting is too limited to verify the strength of the claims, and some of the statements in the text overgeneralize beyond what the tables show. The authors should recheck the raw data, clarify the experimental design, and provide stronger statistical evidence before the manuscript can be considered

	

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The references are relevant and include recent studies, although the discussion could connect them more critically to the findings. Such as adding more directly comparable and recent studies on pepper, (
	

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

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

	No. However, the accuracy of the data should be carefully checked to ensure scientific integrity.
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PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses an important topic and has potential value in sustainable agriculture. The statistical analysis is also not well presented, and the limitations of the study are not clearly discussed. I recommend minor revision. The authors should carefully review their data, improve statistical reporting, and strengthen the discussion before the manuscript can be considered for publication.

More importantly they should explain clearly how field capacity was measured and maintained, and they should clarify the watering conditions used for the biochar alone and Trichoderma alone treatments. Second, they should report the statistical analysis more fully, including the model structure, interaction testing, variance terms, and a clearer basis for the mean-separation lettering. Third, they should revise the discussion so that claims match the actual treatment means and so that study limitations are stated explicitly, especially the short screenhouse setting and the limits of extrapolating the results to field conditions. Finally, they should update the literature review with the closest recent pepper studies and edit the manuscript carefully for language and terminology.

Also, the authors need to check the scientific names and ensure the run through smoothly


	



Reviewer details:
Anthony Amotoe-Bondzie, Eastern Illinois University, US
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