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	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 provides valuable empirical evidence on the torque and power requirements of a helical blade-type rotary ridger under controlled soil bin conditions. Such data are essential for optimizing tillage equipment design, reducing energy consumption, and improving operational efficiency, key concerns in modern agricultural mechanization. The study contributes to the scarce experimental literature that uses response surface methodology to model soil–tool interactions, making it relevant for researchers developing predictive models for tillage tools. Additionally, the insights obtained can assist engineers and equipment manufacturers in developing more efficient rotary components that are better suited to a wide range of soil conditions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is appropriate, as it accurately reflects the core content: performance evaluation, helical blade design, and soil bin testing.
	

	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 generally clear and informative. It presents operational parameters, experimental design, statistical significance, and major findings. However, some improvements can be made:
Suggested Improvements

· Add 1–2 sentences highlighting the practical implications of the findings (e.g., benefits for farmers, machine designers).

· Include explicit mention of the specific modelling approach (e.g., RSM, quadratic regression), not just "Second-order polynomial regression."

· The abstract should end with a stronger concluding sentence summarizing the contribution to knowledge.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears scientifically sound with:

· Clear experimental design (forward speed, rpm, depth of operation).

· Adequate replication through 27 experimental runs.

· Proper use of ANOVA to determine significance.

· Correct interpretation of the effect of variables on torque and power.

· Appropriate use of response surface diagrams.

However, a few issues exist:

· Some sentences contain grammatical errors and need smoothing.

· Figures are mentioned but not clearly labeled or properly positioned.

· Equations referred to (e.g., Eqn 3.1 and 3.2) are missing in the provided content.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient and scientifically relevant, but most are older (1996, 1997, 2000, 2007).

Assessment: References are adequate but not recent. Consider including newer sources.
	

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


	The manuscript’s English is generally understandable, but requires minor editing to improve readability, grammar, tense consistency, and clarity.

Common issues:

· Repetitive phrasing

· Long, overly complex sentences

· Inconsistencies in unit formatting (e.g., N.m vs N·m)

A language polishing revision is recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures should be clearly arranged and properly captioned.

· Equation numbers 3.1 and 3.2 should include the actual models.

· The Results and Discussion section is strong, but could be more concise.

· Tables need standard formatting (decimal alignment, column spacing).

The manuscript is strong, scientifically correct, and contributes meaningfully to agricultural engineering research. With improvements in language, figure clarity, and inclusion of recent references, it would be suitable for publication.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)

There are no ethical concerns in this manuscript. No human or animal subjects were involved, and no ethical approval is required.
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