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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.
	This manuscript contributes to the scientific community by providing empirical evidence on how organic manure types and harvesting age influence the growth performance, yield, and silage quality of Brachiaria ruziziensis, an important tropical forage species. The findings offer practical insights for optimizing forage management strategies under sustainable and low-input agricultural systems, particularly in regions facing soil fertility constraints. Furthermore, the study helps bridge knowledge gaps regarding the interaction between organic nutrient sources and harvest timing, which is essential for improving feed availability and quality in ruminant production systems. With further refinement, this work has the potential to support advancements in sustainable livestock nutrition and forage agronomy.
	





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
	4
	

	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
	3
	

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

	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
	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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.
	No, because the title is not fully suitable because it contains spelling errors (“ORANIC”, “MORPHOLGICAL”), lacks clarity, and does not follow standard scientific phrasing. A clearer and more precise version could be: “Effect of Organic Manure and Harvesting Age on Morphological Traits, Yield, and Silage Quality of Brachiaria ruziziensis.” This revision corrects typographical errors, improves readability, and aligns with scientific naming conventions.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, The abstract is not fully comprehensive. It lacks keywords, does not clearly state the statistical confidence level (e.g., α = 0.05 or 95% confidence), and the methodology and results are somewhat verbose without emphasizing key findings. It should be improved by adding 4–6 relevant keywords, clearly stating the experimental design and statistical level, and summarizing the most important quantitative results more concisely.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, While the study is generally structured correctly, there are several scientific issues. The introduction lacks a strong, focused research gap and rationale. The methodology does not clearly state the duration of the experiment and inconsistently defines treatment codes. The statistical analysis description is weak (e.g., inconsistency in reporting significance levels), and some discussions are not aligned with the results (e.g., citing supporting literature despite non-significant findings). Additionally, interaction effects require clearer justification and proper two-way ANOVA interpretation. These aspects need revision to ensure scientific rigor.
	[bookmark: _GoBack]

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, Although the references are relevant, they are not sufficiently up-to-date and lack a strong proportion of recent (last 5–10 years) international journal articles. The manuscript would benefit from including more recent studies, especially from high-impact journals, and ensuring consistency in citation formatting. Some older references should be replaced or complemented with newer findings to strengthen the discussion.
	

	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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