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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.
	[bookmark: PART_2.1_(Objective_Evaluation)_][bookmark: 2._Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_compre]This manuscript addresses an important topic in sustainable horticulture and soil management by evaluating how different vermicompost treatments influence soil health in okra cultivation. The study is relevant because it links organic amendments with improvements in physical, chemical, and biological soil properties, which are central to long-term soil fertility. The results may be useful for researchers and farmers seeking low-input, eco-friendly alternatives to conventional nutrient management. Overall, the work has practical value for improving soil quality and supporting sustainable okra production in semi-arid regions.
	





[bookmark: 3._Are_the_keywords_appropriate_and_usef]PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	[bookmark: Rating_of_the_Reviewers_]Author’s Feedback

	[bookmark: 4._Is_the_background_information_of_the_]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:
[bookmark: 5._Are_the_research_objectives/hypothese]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?
[bookmark: 6._Is_the_literature_review_relevant_and]Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
[bookmark: 7._Is_the_research_methodology_appropria]5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	4
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	[bookmark: 8._Were_ethical_issues_properly_addresse]Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	[bookmark: _GoBack]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
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
[bookmark: PART_2.2_(Subjective_Evaluation)_]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?
[bookmark: Is_the_abstract_of_the_article_comprehen]Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	2
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	Reviewer’s comment
	[bookmark: 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, but it can be slightly shortened for better readability.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but it should be revised for clarity, conciseness, and grammatical accuracy.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, generally, but some methodological details and treatment descriptions need clarification.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
(YES or NO)
[bookmark: _]If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, though a few more recent and highly relevant references would strengthen the paper.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
[bookmark: PART_3._Confidential_Comments_(If_any)_t](YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No, no ethical issues are evident.
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	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript has scientific merit and addresses a useful topic in sustainable soil management. However, it requires moderate revision, especially in language quality, treatment clarity, and presentation of results. I recommend revision before reconsideration.
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