
Review Form 3
	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Applied Life Sciences International 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JALSI_151420

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Goats’ responses to local sorghum enriched with bmr6 gene and feeding formulas in Niger

	Type of the Article
	RESEARCH ARTICLE 


[bookmark: _Hlk171324449][bookmark: _Hlk170903434]
	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 holds significant value for the scientific community as it delivers compelling experimental findings indicating that locally cultivated bmr6-enhanced sorghum stovers can notably boost goat growth performance in Sahelian environments. It effectively illustrates how genetic advancements in crop by-products can elevate feed quality, nutrient efficiency, and livestock productivity in systems with limited resources. Additionally, the research presents a practical and climate-resilient feeding approach that can mitigate persistent dry-season feed deficits in West Africa. Ultimately, it connects the fields of plant breeding and animal nutrition, rendering the results pertinent to both researchers and development initiatives.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Indeed, the title is generally appropriate, as it captures the main elements of the research (goats, bmr6 sorghum, feed formulas, and Niger). Nonetheless, it could be enhanced for clarity, a more scientific tone, since the existing title is somewhat lengthy and lacks precision.
	

	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.

	Yes, the abstract is mainly thorough, as it effectively outlines the context, aim, methods, principal findings, and conclusion of the research. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is indeed methodologically valid and scientifically robust. It is grounded in a specific research goal, utilizes a suitable experimental framework, and followed conventional analytical methods to assess feed quality and animal performance. The procedures for data gathering, statistical evaluation, and result interpretation adhere to recognized practices in the fields of animal nutrition and forage science. In general, the findings are strongly supported by the data and correspond with current scientific literature, suggesting that the manuscript fulfills acceptable scientific criteria.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are mostly appropriate and sufficient for the subject matter, addressing forage quality, brown midrib sorghum, and the nutrition of small ruminants. Nonetheless, incorporating more up-to-date research (from the past 5-10 years) regarding bmr sorghum, lignin reduction, and goat feeding strategies would enhance the manuscript's robustness.
	

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

	The manuscript's language and English proficiency are mostly clear and appropriate .There are some minor grammatical mistakes, redundancies, and concerns with sentence construction found throughout the document. It is advisable to engage in thorough language editing or seek professional proofreading to enhance clarity, coherence, and overall readability, while preserving the scientific integrity of the work.
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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? 

	
No major ethical issues are evident in the manuscript.
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