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	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 contributes to optimizing agricultural practices, which is crucial for enhancing crop productivity and sustainability
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is generally appropriate and suitable
	

	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.


	comprehensive but it could be improved by including some information on the experimental design and specific outcomes measured.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, but some of them consider revision 
	

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


	Yes 
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Vermicompost unit mismatch: Reported in kg instead of the correct field unit t/ha.

· RDF nutrient units: Reported as grams (g) instead of the standard kilograms per hectare (kg/ha).

· Plant population variation: Unusually wide range with difference about 40 (86.67–128), whereas plant population should normally be uniform across treatments.

· Fresh vs. dry weight values: Some treatments (e.g., T4, T7) show disproportionately high fresh/dry weights compared to others, suggesting possible measurement or reporting errors.

· Treatment labeling consistency: At first T1 was mistakenly written instead of T2 (best treatment), though the corrected text shows T4 as the best.


	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)

No


	


Reviewer details:

Salwa A. Bedrech, Horticulture Research Institute, Egypt
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


