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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
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 1. Certainly! this research provides practical insights for cauliflower cultivation, benefiting both
(Please write few sentences on this manuscript) farmers and the agricultural community. Scientists can build upon these findings to enhance
seedling production practices and optimize crop performance.
2. lIs thetitle of the article suitable? 2. Yes, the title of the article is suitable. This title highlights the key elements of the study—seedling
(If not please suggest an alternative title) growth optimization, sowing media, and variety selection.
3. Definitely its comprehensive, this experiment conducted at the greenhouse and in the field to
3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? assess the effect of sowing media and variety on the growth of early cauliflower seedlings and their
subsequent performance in the main field.
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 4. Yes, structure of the manuscript is suitable.
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 5. Yes, I find this manuscript scientifically sound.
6. Arethe references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of ] ) ] )
additional references, please mention in the review form. 6. While the references cover a range of topics related to nursery media, seedling growth, and
microbial interactions, it's essential to ensure that the information is up-to-date. Here are a few
(Apart from above mentioned 6 points, reviewers are free to provide additional references that you might consider:
additional suggestions/comments)

[ Blok, C., & Mota, L. C. (2010). Vermicompost as a peat substitute in potting media: effects on

germination, biomass allocation, and nutrient uptake of tomato seedlings. Scientia Horticulturae,

125(4), 595-602. [DOI: 10.1016/j.scienta.2010.04.005](https://doi]

Minor REVISION comments
1. Is language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly The English quality of the article is good, but there is room for improvement.
communications?
Optional/General comments
There are few minor correction in the body, please check the manuscript.
PART 2:

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)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? (If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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