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	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 highlights the potential of vermicompost combined with Azotobacter as sustainable alternatives to chemical nitrogen fertilizers in cauliflower cultivation. 
It demonstrates how these organic inputs can enhance plant growth, yield, and nutrient quality while improving soil health. 
The findings offer solutions for reducing chemical fertilizer use, promoting eco-friendly farming practices.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	 I suggest “Impact of Vermicompost and Azotobacter on Growth, Yield, and Quality of Cauliflower (Brassica oleracea var. botrytis L.) as an Alternative to Inorganic Nitrogen Fertilizers”
	

	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.


	Yes, but 1. the methodology is section is overloaded; listing all 11 treatments with full detail clutters the abstract
2. No p-value or indication of statistical test is mentioned.

3. Phrases like “The results concluded that” are redundant — results cannot conclude, researchers do.

You could say “it was concluded that ……………
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	It lacks statistical validation; requires separation of means using alphabets.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The introduction could benefit from more recent or broader literature references regarding vermicompost and Azotobacter benefits for cole crops in general, not only cauliflower.


	

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


	Yes 
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The listing of the 11 treatments each with precise exact percentages could be over-detailed for a methods section and might be better summarized or tabled for clarity in the full paper.
2. No mention of plot size or total experimental area, which is critical for understanding experimental scale and yield conversion accuracy.
3. In the method section, it is not clear if soil nutrient status was monitored pre- and post-experiment beyond initial characterization.
4. Statistical analysis methods are not described, leaving gaps on how data were processed and how significance was determined.
5. While results are compared, there is no mention of statistical significance levels (e.g., p-values, LSD, or ANOVA results), so it is unclear whether all reported differences are statistically meaningful.
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