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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

	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 is important to the scientific community because it presents the design, development, and performance evaluation of a compact self-propelled two-row maize planter tailored for small and marginal farmers. The study provides experimentally validated data on seed metering efficiency, seed damage, spacing uniformity and operational parameters, which contribute to the knowledge base on precision planting and low-cost mechanization. By integrating engineering design with field performance analysis, the work offers practical insights for improving planting accuracy, reducing labor dependence and enhancing crop establishment. The outcomes of this research can support further innovations in small-scale farm machinery, promote mechanization in developing regions and contribute to sustainable and cost-effective maize production systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is clear, technically correct, and reflects the core focus of the study. It mentions the key aspects: design, development, self-propelled system, two-row configuration and maize planter, which accurately represent the manuscript content.
	

	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 technically comprehensive but slightly overloaded with numerical details. Streamlining the results, adding key machine specifications and strengthening the concluding statement will improve clarity, readability and scientific impact.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be scientifically sound and technically consistent based on the information provided in the abstract. The study addresses a clearly defined agricultural engineering problem and proposes a practical solution through the design and development of a self-propelled two-row maize planter. The methodology includes both laboratory and field evaluations and the use of standard performance indicators such as seed rate, seed damage, miss index and multiple indexes indicates that accepted testing parameters were followed. The results are presented with quantitative values, which supports the reliability of the findings. The performance indicators and operational parameters appear logically related to planting efficiency, and the conclusions drawn are consistent with the reported results. The study also demonstrates practical relevance by focusing on small-scale farmers and labour reduction, which aligns with current research priorities in agricultural mechanization. However, to ensure complete scientific rigor, the manuscript should clearly describe the experimental design, replication, statistical analysis, calibration procedures and machine specifications. Inclusion of error analysis, comparison with existing planters, and discussion of limitations would further strengthen the scientific validity of the work. Overall, the manuscript is scientifically correct, but minor improvements in methodological clarity and data analysis would enhance its robustness and credibility.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is generally relevant to the topic of planter design, seed metering mechanisms, and agricultural machinery. It includes classical textbooks, theses, and several journal articles related to the development and evaluation of maize planters and inclined plate metering systems. These references provide a reasonable technical foundation for the study. However, the recency of the references is somewhat limited. A large portion of the cited works are from before 2016, and only a few are from 2018–2020. Considering the rapid developments in agricultural mechanization, precision planting and small-farm machinery, the manuscript would benefit from the inclusion of more recent studies (2020–2024).


	

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally understandable and technically appropriate for scholarly communication. The abstract clearly conveys the objective, methodology, and key findings, and the technical terms are used correctly. The overall structure follows a standard scientific style, which makes the content accessible to readers in the field of agricultural engineering.

However, there are some areas where the language can be improved for better clarity, conciseness, and academic tone. Certain sentences are slightly long or repetitive, and a few phrases can be refined to sound more formal and precise. Minor grammatical corrections, improved sentence flow and consistent use of technical terminology would enhance readability.


	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant and practical problem in agricultural mechanization, particularly for small and marginal farmers who face labour shortages and high operational costs. The development of a compact, self-propelled two-row maize planter is timely and aligned with current efforts to promote affordable and appropriate mechanization in developing regions. The study provides useful experimental data and demonstrates the practical feasibility of the proposed machine.

To further strengthen the manuscript, the authors may consider providing more detailed information on the design methodology, power transmission system, cost analysis, and comparison with existing planting methods or machines. Inclusion of statistical analysis, field capacity, fuel consumption and economic feasibility would enhance the technical depth and practical relevance of the study. Additionally, updating the reference list with more recent publications and performing a final language edit would improve the overall quality of the paper.

Overall, the manuscript has good practical significance and technical merit, and with minor revisions, it can make a valuable contribution to the field of small-scale agricultural machinery and precision planting.
The manuscript is technically sound, relevant to current agricultural mechanization needs, and presents practical experimental results. The design concept is appropriate for small-scale farming conditions, and the performance indicators are clearly reported. However, minor improvements are required in areas such as language refinement, reduction of excessive numerical detail in the abstract, inclusion of more recent references, clearer methodological description, and possibly a brief economic or comparative analysis.

With these minor revisions, the manuscript 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 apparent ethical issues in the manuscript.
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	Based on the information available, there are no apparent competing interest issues in the manuscript.
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	nil
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	8
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