
Review Form 3

	

	Journal Name:
	Journal of Experimental Agriculture International 

	Manuscript Number:
	MS_ JEAI _151192

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	Assessment of the Level of Adoption of the Intensive Rice Cultivation System by Rice Farmers: The Case of the Developed Lowlands of Songo II in the Municipality of Pô in the Central-Southern Region of Burkina Faso

	Type of the Article
	



[bookmark: _qvtxcxrkij5w]
	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 study addresses a critical gap in agricultural productivity within Burkina Faso, specifically focusing on why high potential technologies like the System of Rice Intensification (SRI) see low adoption. 
By comparing traditional methods with SRI through a local lens, the research provides practical insights into the economic trade-offs farmers face. 
The findings help explain the disconnect between experimental yields and field-level implementation, which is valuable for regional food security planning. It offers a grounded perspective on how labor constraints and high input costs negate the benefits of higher yields for smallholder farmers.

	

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

	The title is descriptive and accurately reflects the scope of the study. However, it is quite long. 
I suggest shortening it for better impact while keeping the geographical context. A possible alternative could be: Adoption Levels and Determinants of the Intensive Rice Cultivation System: A Case Study from Songo II, Burkina Faso.

	

	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 covers the essential elements including the objective, methodology, and key findings. It clearly highlights the yield differences and the economic reality of the gross margins. I suggest explicitly mentioning the sample size (n=25) in the abstract so readers immediately understand the scale of the study. Also, the conclusion in the abstract is a bit repetitive. You could condense the final three sentences to more clearly state the recommendation for mechanization and water management.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology is straightforward, but there is a significant limitation regarding the sample size. With only 25 respondents, the statistical depth is limited, and the results should be interpreted as a case study or pilot observation rather than a broad representation of the region. 
The comparison between SRI and traditional systems is logically structured. However, in Table 5, the gross margin difference is only about 21,600 FCFA. 
The author should discuss more deeply whether this marginal gain is actually enough to motivate a farmer to increase their labor from 209 to 345 man-days. This economic reality is the most important part of the paper and needs more weight in the discussion.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes foundational documents but many sources are outdated. 
For instance, citing reports from 2011, 2012, and 2013 for agricultural data in a 2024 study is not ideal. Agriculture and food policy in Burkina Faso have likely changed in the last decade. 
I suggest adding at least three to five peer-reviewed articles from 2020-2024 regarding SRI adoption in West Africa to show the current state of research.
	

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

	The English is generally clear and easy to follow. However, there are some technical inconsistencies. The paper alternates between System of Rice Intensification and Intensive Rice Cultivation System. I recommend picking one (SRI is the standard global term) and using it consistently. There are also some French terms left in the tables, such as "ans" instead of "years" and "Legendre" instead of "Legend." These should be corrected for an English language journal.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The paper provides a very honest look at why farmers might reject a high-yield system. 
The high labor requirement (345 man-days for SRI vs 209 for traditional) is a massive hurdle. 
I recommend that the author expands the discussion on how small-scale mechanization specifically for weeding could bridge this gap. This would make the recommendations more actionable for policy makers.
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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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