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	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.


	The manuscript is important for the scientific community because it provides a qualitative analysis of the impact of reforms in governance on public irrigated perimeter in Niger. The study underscores the persistent challenges despite formal acceptance of the reforms like the struggle of cooperative societies to comply with new rules and the challenges in establishing irrigation water user associations. The research offers valuable insights into the practical issues, encompassing insufficient capacity building, lack of financial resources and lack of awareness. The results of the study are pivotal for informing future policy decisions and providing a framework for improving the sustainability of irrigated agricultural systems in Niger and other regions facing similar difficulties. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	The title is suitable as it accurately reflects the study’s focus on the reforms in Niger’s public irrigated lands and the resulting governance challenges. However, an alternative title could be, ‘the impact of governance reforms on irrigated agriculture in Niger.’ This title not only highlights the impact of governance reforms but also specifies the location and uses a key term, i.e., irrigated agriculture. 
	

	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 of this manuscript is comprehensive. However, a few more details may enhance its impact. The authors can specify the number of functional AUEIs as the results section provides a specific number. The inclusion of this number may make the abstract’s claim regarding AUEIs more accurate. Moreover, a brief mention of the observed yields would provide a complete picture of the agricultural sector’s performance issues highlighted in the manuscript. The abstract may also provide a concise statement regarding financial issues as it is one of the key problems identified in the paper. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript seems to be scientifically correct. The findings are supported by several referenced studies. The manuscript presents a well-structured and logical argument. The results section presents the findings systematically. The discussion section links the results to the existing literature, which confirms the issues observed in other similar contexts. The conclusion summarizes the key findings and provides suggestions for future research. The manuscript acknowledges its limitations and suggests a quantitative approach to further examine the reforms’ inadequacies. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are reasonably sufficient and recent. However, adding a few more references may strengthen the study’s arguments by providing a more specific context on related topics. 
Including a few recent, peer-reviewed study on the effects of climate change on irrigated farming in the Sahel region may add another layer of scientific depth. Moreover, adding references that examines the success factors or constraints of microfinance for smallholder farmers in the region may provide useful context for these challenges. 
	

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


	The language/English quality of the manuscript is suitable for scholarly communicaiton. However, the text has numerous grammatical errors, typographical mistakes and awkward phrasing. There are several instances of incorrect prepositions, verb tenses and articles. Moreover, many sentences are structured in a way that seem unnatural. These issues make the manuscript difficult to read.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The article provides a valuable qualitative analysis of governance reforms in Niger’s public irrigated parameters. It identifies key challenges and offers a realistic perspective on why these reforms have not achieved their desired impact.  However, the manuscript is riddled with grammatical errors and syntax issues, undermining the credibility of the research. Another point of concern is that the discussion section sometimes restates results without adding a deeper layer of critical analysis and/or integrating the findings more cohesively with the relevant literature. 
The manuscript will benefit greatly from thorough editing and professional formatting. 
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