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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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.


	This manuscript holds significance for the scientific community as it addresses the optimization of vermicomposting processes by integrating Azolla  pinnata and goat dung, a combination rarely explored in detail. The study provides robust data on improved nutrient profiles, including increased nitrogen and potassium levels, which are critical for sustainable agriculture. Additionally, the research offers practical implications for integrated farming systems, contributing to resource recycling, enhanced soil health, and climate-resilient practices. These findings bridge gaps in vermicomposting knowledge and support the advancement of regenerative agricultural methods.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title "AZOLLA PINNATA ENRICHED GOAT DUNG VERMICOMPOST FOR REGENERATIVE AGRICULTURE" is suitable as it clearly conveys the core focus of the study. It highlights the key components (Azolla pinnata, goat dung, and vermicompost) and aligns with the overarching goal of regenerative agriculture.

If further refinement is desired for precision or impact, an alternative title could be:
"Enhanced Vermicomposting of Goat Dung Using Azolla pinnata for Regenerative Agriculture"

	

	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 provides a general overview of the study, including its objectives, methodology, and key findings, but there is room for improvement to enhance its clarity and comprehensiveness. 

Here are specific suggestions:

· Clearly articulate the primary research question or hypothesis being addressed. For instance, specify the unique benefits expected from Azolla pinnata enrichment in goat dung vermicompost.

· Include precise quantitative results from key findings (e.g., nutrient improvements, growth effects). This adds specificity and scientific value.

· Emphasize the practical implications of the study for regenerative agriculture or sustainable farming practices.

· Generic remarks about vermicomposting or regenerative agriculture can be streamlined to focus on the study's unique contribution.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically sound, with a well-structured approach to investigating the effects of Azolla-enriched goat dung vermicompost in a regenerative agricultural context. The methodology is clearly described, including the preparation of the Azolla-enriched vermicompost, the use of earthworms for the process, and the analytical techniques for evaluating the physico-chemical properties of the final compost. The statistical analysis is appropriately mentioned (ANOVA), and the results are presented clearly with specific values for key parameters (e.g., nitrogen, phosphorus, carbon content).

The study's relevance to integrated farming systems and regenerative agriculture is appropriately framed, and the references to existing literature are consistent with the study's objectives. Furthermore, the manuscript makes sound connections between different waste management processes (Azolla, goat dung, vermicomposting), which aligns well with sustainable farming practices.

However, some minor improvements could be made in terms of linking the results more directly to the practical implications of this research, particularly in terms of yield improvements or cost-effectiveness for farmers. Additionally, more detailed interpretation of the results in the discussion section, especially concerning the potential scalability and environmental impact, could further strengthen the manuscript.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient and relevant to the topic, with a good mix of studies related to Azolla, vermicomposting, and integrated farming systems. Many of the references are recent (within the last 5 years), which is valuable for ensuring that the manuscript is up-to-date.
However, additional references could strengthen the manuscript:

· Recent studies on the application of Azolla in vermiculture or its integration in organic farming systems

· Additional references to research on the effects of goat dung or other ruminant manures in regenerative agriculture or vermicomposting, especially studies that specifically discuss the integration of these manures with plant-based additives like Azolla.

· Studies on the environmental sustainability of using Azolla as a nitrogen source in composting, and its potential for enhancing soil health in the context of climate-resilient agriculture.

Some suggestions for additional references:

· Baruah, B., and Hazarika, S. (2023). "Azolla and its potential in sustainable agriculture: A review." Environmental Sustainability Journal.

· Gupta, R., and Singla, P. (2024). "Azolla-based organic farming: Benefits for soil health and yield sustainability." International Journal of Organic Agriculture.

· Patel, S., and Thakur, V. (2021). "Goat manure as a source of soil fertility in sustainable farming." Soil Science and Agricultural Research.
	

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


	The language quality of the manuscript is generally suitable for scholarly communication, with clear expression of ideas and logical flow.

Some terms are used in a slightly ambiguous or inconsistent manner (e.g., "Azolla-cultivated excess water" could be more precisely phrased as "water enriched with Azolla")

Review for consistent terminology use and minor grammar corrections to improve readability. There is occasional repetition of phrases such as "Azolla pinnata-enriched Goat dung vermicompost" that could be simplified or abbreviated after the first introduction to avoid redundancy.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	NA
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”


	PART  4: Objective Evaluation:



	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8.5
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	Author’s Feedback

	
	


Reviewer Details:
This section is mandatory to prepare the Reviewer Certificate. 

Please complete this section carefully. Reviewer Certificate will be generated by using this information only. 

Your Certificate will be wrong, if you provide incorrect information. 

Please note modification of certificate will not be possible after generation. 

Certificate will not be issued if incomplete information is provided.

	Name of the Reviewer
	Dr.Wangkhem Herojit Meetei

	Department of Reviewer
	Department of Soil Science and Agril. Chemistry, SAIRAM

	University or Institution of Reviewer
	South Asian Institute of Rural and Agricultural Management, Langjing Achouba Imphal-West-795113,Manipur (State) India

	Country of Reviewer
	India

	Position: (Professor/lecturer, etc.) of Reviewer
	Assoc. Prof.

	Email ID of Reviewer
	w.hmeetei.dude@gmail.com

	WhatsApp Number of Reviewer (Optional)
	9863920221

	Write 5-8 Keywords regarding expertise of Reviewer
	Soil Sc. Soil Fertility ,Nutrient Management, Stats, etc


-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

