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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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.
	The provided manuscript is important for the scientific community because it has focused on the utilization of locally available inputs like rice husk and poultry manure, which cut off the dependency of local farmers for the external inputs and promote the self-sufficiency of inputs required for the production of Solanum scabrum.As it is going to advance the knowledge on improving of both yield and post-harvest shelf life of nutritionally important and under researched leafy vegetable Solanum scabrum, its findings are very important for smallholder farmers in developing countries low cost and locally available inputs are deserving very important for reducing the production cost ,improving productivity and reducing postharvest losses and increasing food security. In conclusion ,the study provides the support for sustainable and climate resilient agriculture system and resource efficient agricultural practices.
	














































PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Of course, yes (5)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not comprehensive, need to rewrite (2)
Overloaded data ,lack the clear statement of research gaps, some grammatical inconsistencies 
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Not appropriate, too simple, and generic
It should include keywords like Carbonized rice husk, Poultry manure, Postharvest quality, Postharvest shelf life,Biochar  etc  (2)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The provided background information is well structured but it would be appropriate to reduce redundancy ,need to add broader context of both global and African ,mainly need to strengthen linkage between Identified problem- research gap – aim of the study (2) 
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Clear objectives (4)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Relevant and uptodate but not enough (2)
Need to add more recent global studies on biochar and leafy vegetables
Need to strengthen critical comaparision
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	In overall appropriate and well detailed  (3)
Need to clarify unit consistency
Need to add soil analysis data before experiment 
Specify storage conditions precisely
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Of course yes (5)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory(3)
Need to reduce narrative repetition
Need to standardize statistical data reporting ( like P-values ,F-values)
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Relevant and informative (2)
Need to address form formatting issue
About figure not fully described in the text
Need to clearer the figure captions
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory(3)
Some sections are overall descriptive than analytical
There is limited discussion about carbonated Rice husk improves shelf life
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory (3)
Need to rewirte slight repetation of results 
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	(1)
Need to write about ,it is single location study 
Storage duration is very short only 4 days 
Lack of biochemical /nutritional analysis 
Lack of economic analysis
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good (4)
It would be better to add a few up to 5 references of latest 5 years 
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	(2)
The manuscript required language editing 
It would be better to consider for professional editing 
	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No,see the above comment 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No,see the above comment 
	



PART  3: 
	

	
	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 details)
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