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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback


	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.
	The manuscript addresses an important agricultural challenge in dryland sorghum production
· evaluating the combined effects of seedbed management
· farmyard manure on Striga infestation
· soil moisture conservation
this study provides useful evidence 
· for sustainable soil 
· water management 
·  may contribute to climate-resilient farming practices in semi-arid regions
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
The keywords are relevant but limited.
include terms like - farmyard manure, tied ridging, soil moisture conservation, and sustainable sorghum production

	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
Specific objectives / hypotheses are not explicitly stated.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory
The literature review could be strengthened with more recent studies
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A – Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory

The results contain useful data and statistical comparisons. 
But, there are inconsistencies in the presentation of percentages, terminology, numbering of sections, and interpretation of statistical significance that should be corrected.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3 – Satisfactory

Inconsistent statistical grouping found in table 3

Figure should include clearer error bars, statistical information, and improved labelling.

	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 – Good
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory

Formatting issues found in many reference , 
incomplete citation details
inconsistent author formatting
inconsistent journal information

	


	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	3 – Satisfactory

Language editing is required throughout the manuscript
Frequent grammatical errors
typographical mistakes
inconsistent terminology
incorrect word usage such as “tide ridging” instead of “tied ridging” and “grin filling” instead of “grain filling.”

	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback 


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO
Abstract should be revised to clearly present the study objective, experimental design, key statistical findings, and the main practical implication.

The numerical results should be checked for consistency with the tables and results section
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO
The manuscript requires major scientific and technical corrections
· verify the statistical analyses
· interpretation of significance
· consistency between the abstract, tables, figures, results, and conclusions

The manuscript addresses an important and relevant agricultural problem, particularly the management of Striga infestation and soil moisture stress in sorghum production under semi-arid conditions

However, the manuscript requires major revision before it can be considered for publication.


	· 

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	NO

Reference list should also be carefully checked for completeness, accuracy, consistency of formatting, and verification of bibliographic details.

Genet, Gebreselassie et al. 2024
Mandumbu, Mutengwa et al. 2019
Alagbo, Akinyemiju et al. 2023
Kilasara, Boa et al. 2015
Wondimu, Tamado et al. 2024
Biri, Kaba et al. 2016
Zelelew, Ayimute et al. 2018
(Berhane Sibhatu, Hayelom Berhe et al. 2017)

	


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
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