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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 significant value for the scientific community as it introduces an innovative approach to enhancing the nutrient content of vermicompost through the integration of Azolla pinnata with goat dung. By demonstrating the positive effects of this enrichment on total carbon, nitrogen, and potassium levels, the study provides valuable insights into sustainable farming practices that can contribute to soil fertility and climate-resilient agriculture. The research highlights the potential of utilizing underexplored resources, such as Azolla, to improve waste management and nutrient recycling in farming systems. Furthermore, the study paves the way for future exploration of integrated farming systems that maximize resource efficiency while promoting environmental sustainability, making it an important contribution to the fields of regenerative agriculture and organic farming.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article, "Azolla pinnata-Enriched Goat Dung Vermicompost for Regenerative Agriculture," is appropriate
	

	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.


	Clarify the Study's Significance: The abstract could benefit from a brief mention of the broader impact of the study, such as its potential contribution to soil health, sustainable farming practices, and climate resilience. This would help readers immediately grasp the larger implications of the research.

· Example Addition: "This approach not only enhances soil fertility but also promotes sustainable and climate-resilient farming practices by improving nutrient cycling and reducing the environmental impact of conventional fertilizers.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically correct based on the methodology, data analysis, and referenced studies. The experimental design is appropriate, and the results are logically interpreted. The research provides valuable insights into the integration of Azolla with goat dung for enhanced vermicomposting and offers potential applications for regenerative agriculture. However, a broader discussion of phosphorus, long-term effects, and generalizability of the findings could strengthen its scientific completeness. Overall, the manuscript makes a meaningful contribution to the field of organic farming and soil fertility management.
	

	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 appear to be sufficient in terms of supporting the experimental methods, analysis, and the general concept of vermicomposting, Azolla, and regenerative agriculture. The cited works provide a strong basis for the research, drawing from studies on composting, nutrient cycling, the use of Azolla, and goat dung, which are relevant to the study's objectives
Suggestions for Additional References:

1. Studies on Azolla and Soil Microbial Health:

· Liu, Y., & Wang, H. (2021). The role of Azolla in enhancing soil microbial biodiversity and plant growth. Environmental Science and Pollution Research.

· Xue, T., & Li, W. (2023). Effect of Azolla on the microbial community of soil in rice fields. Soil Biology and Biochemistry.


	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication, but there are a few areas where minor improvements can be made to enhance clarity, readability, and overall presentation. Here are some observations:
  Grammar and Syntax: There are some areas where sentence structures could be simplified for better readability and flow. For example, the following sentence could be rephrased for clarity:

· "The experimental results proved that the Azolla-enriched goat dung vermicompost (T3) exhibited a significant increase in total carbon (266.24 g/kg), nitrogen (19.95 g/kg), and potassium (27.18 g/kg) compared to control with goat dung manure alone (T1) and goat dung vermicompost (T2)."

· Suggested revision: "The experimental results showed that the Azolla-enriched goat dung vermicompost (T3) had significantly higher total carbon (266.24 g/kg), nitrogen (19.95 g/kg), and potassium (27.18 g/kg) compared to both goat dung manure alone (T1) and goat dung vermicompost (T2)."

  Wordiness: Some sentences are slightly long and could be broken up into smaller, more digestible pieces. This would improve readability, particularly for an audience that may not be deeply familiar with the specific technical aspects of the study.

· Example: "Goat dung was pre-treated by soaking in Azolla cultivated water and fronds of Azolla and composted with African earthworms (Eudrilus eugeniae) to enhance the nitrogen and carbon content of the vermicompost."

· Suggested revision: "Goat dung was pre-treated by soaking it in Azolla-cultivated water and mixing in Azolla fronds. It was then composted with African earthworms (Eudrilus eugeniae) to enhance the nitrogen and carbon content of the vermicompost."


	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript provides important insights into an innovative and sustainable agricultural practice. By refining the presentation of results, emphasizing the integration of Azolla-enriched goat dung vermicomposting in broader agricultural systems, and exploring the environmental and socio-economic impacts, the manuscript could become even more impactful. With a few minor revisions, the research could be well-positioned for publication and contribute significantly to the field of regenerative agriculture
	


	PART  2: 



	
	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)

Overall, the research appears to be ethically sound based on the information provided

	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	The manuscript does not mention any competing interests, it is important to include a clear statement regarding any potential financial, intellectual, or professional conflicts of interest. A declaration that no competing interests exist, or an acknowledgment of any potential conflicts, should be added to the manuscript to maintain transparency and uphold the integrity of the research. This is a standard requirement for scholarly publications to ensure the impartiality of the findings.
	

	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)
	Based on the overall evaluation of the manuscript, including its scientific content, clarity, methodology, and potential contribution to the field of regenerative agriculture, I would give this manuscript a score of  8/10.


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback
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