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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	This manuscript provides valuable empirical evidence on crop residue management practices among smallholder mixed farmers in a climate-vulnerable savanna zone of sub-Saharan Africa, a region where such localized data are still relatively scarce. It usefully quantifies the trade-offs between livestock feeding, soil fertility maintenance, burning, and domestic fuel use, while highlighting gender-differentiated patterns and the nutritional quality of major residues. The study contributes to the growing literature on sustainable intensification and circular agriculture in rain-fed systems and offers policy-relevant insights for reducing residue burning and enhancing extension services in Ghana and similar agro-ecologies.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. The current title is overly long and contains redundancy (“crop residue use” and “crop residues use”). Suggested alternative title: “Crop Residue Management Practices and Trade-offs Among Smallholder Farmers in Kassena Nankana Municipality, Upper East Region, Ghana”


	

	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 is partially comprehensive but contains several weaknesses: (i) percentages do not add up to 100% (20.44 + 19.56 + 40 + 20 = 100%, yet the text states “(40%) were left… and burned”), creating confusion; (ii) crude protein values are reported without units in one place (“174 DM kg-1”) and incorrectly in another without the “g” (“17 DM kg-1”); (iii) key findings from the multivariate probit model are completely missing; (iv) the conclusion jumps directly to policy recommendations without summarizing major drivers. Recommended changes:

· Correct and clarify the percentage distribution of the four management practices.

· Briefly mention at least one or two significant determinants from the multivariate probit results.

· Delete or correct the inconsistent crude protein units.

· Add a sentence on gender differences, since they are statistically significant and policy-relevant.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The overall research design, sampling, laboratory methods, and choice of multivariate probit model are appropriate and scientifically sound. However, several issues affect credibility:

· Table 3 percentages for the four practices do not match the text in the abstract and results (abstract says 40% left to decay + 20% burned, while Table 3 shows exactly that, but the abstract text is ambiguously phrased).

· The multivariate probit results are mentioned as having been performed but no table or coefficients are presented — this is a major omission for a paper whose stated objective includes identifying determinants.

· Some nutritive values in Table 7 appear implausibly high (e.g., millet stover 152 g CP/kg DM and sorghum stover only 17 g/kg DM) compared with decades of literature on cereal stovers (typically 30–70 g CP/kg DM); methodological details or raw data would help verify these outliers.

· Minor calculation errors exist in tables (e.g., educated females 93 (36.91%) but 93/252 ≈ 36.90%, rounding inconsistencies).

With the addition of the missing multivariate probit results and clarification/verification of nutritive values, the manuscript would be scientifically robust.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list contains 26 citations; about half are from 2019–2024, which is acceptable. However, several highly relevant and recent works on crop residue management in West Africa and Ghana are missing. Suggested additional references:

· Naab et al. (2017) or Amanor-Boadu et al. (2022) on residue management in northern Ghana.

· Jaleta et al. (2019) or Valbuena et al. (2012, 2015) on trade-offs in crop residue use in mixed systems.

· Berhane et al. (2020) and Duncan et al. (2022) on gender dimensions of residue and livestock management in the Sahel and northern Ghana.

· Recent meta-analyses or reviews on residue burning alternatives (e.g., McIntire & Powell 2021; Sapkota et al. 2023).


	

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


	No. The manuscript contains frequent grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, inconsistent tense, typographical mistakes, and unclear sentences throughout (e.g., “(40%) were left on the farm land to either decay as manure and burned”, “whiles” instead of “while”, “remains” instead of “residues”, missing articles, run-on sentences). The current English standard would not be acceptable for most international peer-reviewed journals without thorough language editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The absence of multivariate probit model results (coefficients, marginal effects, correlation of error terms beyond Table 6) is the most serious scientific gap — the paper promises to analyse determinants but never delivers them.

2. Table 6 is titled “Correlation matrix” but appears to show correlations among the dependent variables (practices); it would be clearer to present the cross-equation correlations (ρ) from the MVP estimation.

3. Consider adding a map of the study district and a flowchart of residue flows.

4. The discussion repeats results extensively instead of comparing with broader literature.

5. Professional English editing is essential before resubmission.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

No ethical issues detected. Informed verbal consent is mentioned, no human or animal experiments beyond standard survey and residue sampling were conducted, and a competing interest disclaimer is provided.
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