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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	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.


	This manuscript is important to the scientific community because it addresses a sustainable alternative for managing rice straw, an agricultural vegetation with a significant environmental impact when burned. The study provides evidence that the controlled addition of rice straw to cattle manure improved the fecundity of Eisenia fetida and enriched the nutritional profile of vermicompost, reinforcing its potential as a biofertilizer. These results are positive for advancing knowledge in vermicomposting and the use of agricultural residues, offering practical solutions to reduce pollution caused by straw burning. Furthermore, the research has direct implications for sustainable agriculture, by proposing management strategies that can be applied on a large scale in rice-producing countries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is appropriate, as it clearly communicates the object of study (rice straw), the process investigated (vermicomposting), and the parameters evaluated (nutrient profile and fecundity of Eisenia fetida). It allows the reader to immediately identify the research topic and approach.
	

	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 is comprehensive, but it could be more concise, clear and focused on scientific contributions, rather than listing so many numbers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct in terms of experimental design and coherence of results, but requires greater methodological detail, clear statistics, and critical depth in the discussion to reach publication standards in higher-impact journals.
Methodology: The control of environmental variables (humidity, temperature, pH), which are critical in vermicomposting, needs to be detailed.

Statistical analysis: It is necessary to clearly state which tests were applied (ANOVA, Tukey, etc.) and indicate significance in the results (e.g., letters in tables).

Discussion: In some sections, results are repeated rather than critically interpreted; it would be important to delve deeper into the biological mechanisms that explain the observed differences.

Data presentation: Excessive values ​​in the abstract and body of the text can impair clarity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are reasonable in number (about 15), covering everything from classic works (Singh et al., 1995) to very recent studies (2024). However, the inclusion of more recent and higher-impact studies would enrich the discussion and strengthen the article.
	

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


	Yes, it is. However, there are grammar and clarity issues in the English in several parts (e.g., "rice straw is available only in the autumn season while in Bihar..." → could be rewritten more fluently). I recommend language review.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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