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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 addresses a highly relevant topic by investigating the role of climate-smart agriculture (CSA) in enhancing fluted pumpkin production through the use of organic manures. Given the rising concerns of food insecurity in Nigeria and other parts of Sub-Saharan Africa, the study contributes to understanding sustainable methods to improve yields without relying on synthetic fertilizers. The work aligns with global priorities of promoting food security, environmental sustainability, and climate resilience in agriculture. Furthermore, fluted pumpkin is an under-researched but nutritionally important crop in Nigeria; hence, the findings have both academic and practical implications for policy and farming practices.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is informative but slightly wordy and grammatically awkward.

Suggested alternative:

“Climate-Smart Agricultural Practices for Enhancing Fluted Pumpkin Yield and Food Security”
	

	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 provides a good overview of the study but can be improved for clarity and conciseness. Issues include:

· Redundancy should be reduced (several sentences repeat the finding that organic manures improved yield compared to control).

· The experimental design is inconsistently described as both CRD and randomized block design—this must be clarified.

· The inclusion of raw numbers (leaf counts, vine lengths) interrupts readability; summarizing the trends would be more effective.

· The form in which manure was applied (e.g., composted or raw) should be clearly stated.

· The time frame of the experiment should also be mentioned.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically valid, but several areas need clarification and strengthening:

· Introduction: Once “CSA” is expanded at the beginning, it should be used consistently throughout the article. Also, ensure scientific names are in italics (e.g., Oryza sativa).

· Methodology: The description of treatments is inconsistent (e.g., “100 g” vs. “1 kg per pot”). Please standardize the units and descriptions.

· Statistical Analysis: The results mention significant differences at P < 0.05, but ANOVA details (F-values, degrees of freedom) are missing. Tables should include proper statistical indicators.

· Discussion: Parts of the discussion drift into general background information (e.g., composting pig manure). It should remain focused on interpreting the study’s experimental findings.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript includes a good number of recent and relevant references. However:

· Formatting is inconsistent in both intext citations (like et al. is italicised somewhere and not in some place) and references (some references lack complete DOIs, italics, or proper citation style).

· Additional region-specific references on CSA practices in African vegetable farming could strengthen the literature review.


	

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


	The language requires moderate to major editing to meet scholarly standards.

· Grammatical errors and awkward phrases should be corrected (e.g., “the pot with the poultry” can be modified as “the treatment with poultry manure”).

· Verb tense is inconsistent across sections.

· Sentences are often too long and would benefit from simplification for clarity.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Tables: Please make the tables clearer, with proper formatting. Add units where needed and use correct statistical notations.

· Figures: The growth stage images should have captions that explain them in more scientific detail.

· Section Numbering: The numbering of sections is not consistent. Please follow one clear structure throughout.

· Conclusion: The conclusion repeats ideas. It should be shortened to focus on the new findings and practical recommendations.

· Formulas: Some formulas and chemical names are not written correctly. Please revise them into proper scientific format.
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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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