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	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 tackles a topic that is highly relevant to sustainable agriculture, especially in tropical areas where soil degradation is a significant issue. The manuscript provides useful information to smallholder farmers searching for affordable substitutes by contrasting conventional inorganic fertilizers with organic amendments such as rice husk ash and gliricidia sepium. The results of using these organic materials together to enhance Telfairia occidentalis' nutritional quality are encouraging and make a valuable addition to the body of knowledge already available on organic crop production.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Change amendment to amendments since you are evaluating different amendments.
	

	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 does a good job of summarizing the aims and key results. However, there are a few small things that would make it stronger.
You mention a "significance difference (p≤0.005)." In agricultural studies, the standard alpha is usually p≤0.05. If you truly used 0.005, that is quite strict; otherwise, this looks like a typo that needs fixing.
It would be helpful to explicitly mention the experimental design (Randomized Complete Block Design) right here in the abstract, rather than waiting for the methods section.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Using a Randomized Complete Block Design (RCBD) with three replicates is a standard and appropriate method for this kind of field trial. While you mention using AOAC methods for the chemical analysis, you haven't specified how you analyzed the data statistically. Which software did you use (e.g., SPSS, GenStat, R)? Which post-hoc test was used to separate the means (the letters a, b, c in your tables)? 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Although the background is adequately supported by the references, they seem a little out of date. The majority of the citations date back to the early 1990s or 2000s. Since you characterize the method as "novel," it would support your claim if you included more recent research (within the last five to seven years) that addresses rice husk ash, biochar, or legume intercropping.


	

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


	The language is understandable, but the manuscript requires a thorough proofread.
There is a typo in the header "MethodDDescription" and “material and method”.  In the results, there is a phrase "NPK and the control plat had," which should be "plant." 
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