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PART 1: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

The dataset obtained in this study is very interesting, but | believe that much
information is lacking, especially in the methodology that hinders the veracity of the
results found in this research. In the material and methods, the description of the
chemical and physical characteristics of the vermicompost used is missing, in
addition to the data evaluation period. In relation to this, | believe that data collected
in just one year / harvest are insufficient to sustain the results found.

1. The methodology was improved.

2. The description of vermicompost used in the study was added.

3. It was mentioned in the conclusion that “further studies may be
conducted to verify the results of the study”.

Minor REVISION comments

The authors should improve the discussion of the results found in the research.
In the introduction the authors should improve the connection between the
paragraphs.

1. This was well taken.

Optional/General comments

Other suggestions that may contribute to the improvement of the paper were directly
uncertain in it.

1. Well taken.
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