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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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.


	The study indicates that application of vermicompost (210 g per plant) provides better improvement in growth parameters, such as the number of leaves and flowers, pods, and plant height, compared with chemical fertilizer. Likewise, productivity showed superior results compared to the unfertilized control and exceeded those of the chemically fertilized plants. It demonstrates the importance of balanced nutrition and the enhancement of the sugar content of beans.  It is reproducible and reliable. It is evident from the statistical analyses. It encourages the use of organic fertilization/ organic farming to prevent soil and water degradation. Through the promotion of organic fertilization, it is advancing more sustainable and environmentally friendly farming systems.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and appropriate, and that captures the entire content of the manuscript.
	

	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 is accurate based on 5 criteria, such as Background/Problem Statement, Objective 

Methodology, findings, and conclusion. 

I have a comment on the last part of paragraph 3, it says that The analyses have summer carried out under R 4.1.2.
Suggestion: The analyses were performed using R software (Version 4.1.2.)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, it is scientifically correct. 
1. The research design (RCBD) employed in the study was appropriate, given that the experimental unit of 1mx1m was a 9-bean plant, in 4 blocks with 4 replications.
2. The distance between the EU and B is enough to avoid the overlapping of leaves that could be a potential source of error.

3. The student test, Tukey's, and other statistical procedures were sound and correct. 

4. Overall, the manuscript is scientifically correct. 


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The minimum number of references is 20 for a research article, of which at least 60% within 5 years back. For this particular study, it has only 12 references, of which only 2 are within 5 years. Therefore, it needs at least 8 additional references. 
	

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


	The language is suitable for scholarly communication.

	

	Optional/General comments


	1. For the caption of Figure 3. Experimental Device….How about Experimental Layout

2. In section 2.4.2. Selection of the sample, it says that “In each experimental unit of nine plants, seven plants were randomly selected using the letter N”. I suggest that the word “Randomly” should be deleted since it has already been identified to select 7 plants using the letter “N” technique.
3.  I suggest deleting the repeating statement of (T0: without fertilizer, T1: 140 g of vermicompost, T2: 210 g of vermicompost and T4: chemical fertilizers) in sections IV.1.1. , IV. 1.2. , IV.1.3. , IV.1.4. Because it has already been mentioned in the methodology part, additionally, there is mention here of T4, which is not part of your treatment. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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