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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.
	I reviewed the manuscript entitled “Residual Effect of Laying Hen Manure on Pearl Millet Production in the Sudano-Sahelian Zone of Burkina Faso” submitted to the Asian Journal of Biology. The study addresses an important topic related to sustainable soil fertility management and millet production under low-input agricultural systems in semi-arid regions. The manuscript contributes valuable information regarding the residual effects of organic fertilization, particularly laying hen manure, on pearl millet growth and productivity. The topic is relevant for researchers and practitioners working in sustainable agriculture, soil fertility restoration, and climate-resilient cropping systems in Sub-Saharan Africa. Furthermore, the study provides practical implications for improving crop productivity while reducing dependence on mineral fertilizers.
	




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
	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
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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


	3
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	3
	




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.
The title is clear, concise, and adequately reflects the content and scope of the study.

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	YES, but minor improvements are recommended.
The abstract adequately summarizes the study objectives, methodology, main findings, and conclusion. However, it could be improved by briefly mentioning the practical implications of the findings for sustainable agricultural systems and by slightly simplifying some methodological descriptions to improve readability.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	YES, but revisions are required before acceptance.
The manuscript is scientifically relevant and presents coherent results supported by statistical analysis. However, several aspects require improvement to strengthen the scientific rigor and overall presentation quality of the manuscript:
1. The manuscript contains numerous grammatical inconsistencies, improper sentence structures, and typographical issues throughout the text. Careful English language editing by a native or professional scientific editor is strongly recommended. 
2. Section numbering and formatting should be standardized. For example, “material and methods” should be written consistently as “Materials and Methods.” 
3. Several tables require formatting revision. In Table 5, the notation “1613.87 ± 128.4bb” appears to contain a typographical error (“bb”). Similar inconsistencies should be carefully checked across all tables. 
4. Figure quality and presentation should be improved. Figure legends should be more detailed and self-explanatory. In addition, Figure 1 would benefit from improved graphical quality and clearer axis formatting. 
5. The methodology section would benefit from additional clarification regarding soil sampling procedures, the number of sampled plants per plot, and statistical assumption verification before ANOVA analysis. 
6. The discussion section is generally strong; however, some paragraphs are excessively long and repetitive. Greater synthesis and critical interpretation of findings would improve readability. 
7. The manuscript does not explicitly discuss study limitations. A brief paragraph addressing limitations related to climatic variability, single-site experimentation, or seasonal dependency would strengthen the scientific robustness of the study. 
8. Some references contain formatting inconsistencies and incomplete DOI information. The reference list should be carefully revised according to the journal guidelines. 
9. Certain abbreviations are introduced repeatedly or inconsistently. Ensure standardized use of abbreviations throughout the manuscript. 
10. The conclusion is coherent and supported by the results; however, it could be strengthened by including more explicit recommendations for future research and practical implementation. 
Overall, the study has scientific merit and practical relevance, but moderate revision is necessary to improve clarity, structure, and editorial quality before publication

	

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

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

	YES.
The manuscript includes a relevant and generally up-to-date bibliography, including recent studies from 2023–2025. The references adequately support the discussion and contextualization of the findings. However, minor formatting inconsistencies should be corrected.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
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Johana Delgado, Universidad Católica Andrés Bello, Venezuela
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