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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.
	In this paper, baseline information is provided regarding the patterns of distribution and chemical composition of soil from Macrotermes bellicosus mounds in a part of the Guinea-Sudan savanna region of Nigeria that is poorly understood.
	





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
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The abstract is largely comprehensive but has minor room for improvement

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 (Excellent)
The keywords—Upland, Fadama, Macrotermes bellicosus, mound dispersion, mound morphology, soil fertility—are highly appropriate and useful

	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
The background information (primarily in the Introduction) is well-organized and largely sufficient, but it has a few shortcomings that prevent it from being excellent.

	

	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 (Needs Improvement)
The research objectives and hypotheses are not clearly or explicitly stated in the manuscript

	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
The literature review is relevant but has notable limitations regarding currency and completeness.

	

	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 (Good)
The research methodology is largely appropriate for the study's objectives, but it has several shortcomings that prevent it from being rated as excellent.

	

	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 (Not Applicable)
This study involves termite mounds and soil sampling; it does not involve vertebrate animals, human subjects, endangered species, or protected areas requiring special permits

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 (Satisfactory)
The results are generally understandable but have several clarity issues

	

	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 (Satisfactory)
The tables and figures are relevant and necessary but suffer from clarity and formatting issues.

	

	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 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
The conclusions are largely supported by the data presented.

	

	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 (Poor)
The manuscript does not contain any explicit discussion of study limitations

	

	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 (Satisfactory)
The references (approximately 30 citations) are generally relevant to termite ecology, soil properties, and savanna ecosystems

	

	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 (Satisfactory)
The manuscript is generally understandable but has frequent grammatical, syntactical, and typographical errors that impede smooth reading

	





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 (Needs minor improvement)
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	 (Has several scientific and methodological issues)
	

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

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

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

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

	no
	





PART 3. 

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	Brief summary of the manuscript:
This paper analyzes the dispersion pattern of Macrotermes bellicosus mounds and also provides comparative chemical composition of mound soil and soil adjacent to mound in some parts of Zuru L.G.A., Kebbi State, Nigeria. This topic is important from ecological point of view in relation to termite activity and soil composition.
Revision is needed. The study deals with an interesting research topic with practical relevance for soil fertilization. But in order to publish the paper, these scientific inaccuracies, absence of limitations, as well as certain issues related to methodology have to be considered. Provided the author makes necessary changes, the manuscript can become a significant addition to termite research and soil studies in the savanna ecosystem
General assessment:
This manuscript contains information based on experimental field observations which may be of interest to the readers of Asian Journal of Research in Zoology. However, several methodological issues need clarification and further editing prior to publication.

Major comments:
1.Statistical analysis – The method used to determine dispersion pattern (e.g., variance-to-mean ratio, Morisita’s index, or nearest-neighbor analysis) is not clearly stated. Please specify and justify the chosen index.
2.Soil sampling design – How many mounds and surrounding soil samples were collected? Replication and depth of sampling need clarification.
3.Results presentation – Tables are overly dense. Consider separating mound vs. surrounding soil chemical data into two tables. Some standard deviations appear missing.
4. Discussion – The comparison with other studies is weak. Several relevant references on Macrotermes mound soils in West Africa are omitted.
Minor comments:
· Line 45: “DISPERSION” in title – suggest sentence case (“Dispersion”).
· Abstract: Include actual values of key soil parameters (pH, organic carbon, etc.) rather than only qualitative statements.
· English grammar needs light editing (e.g., subject-verb agreement issues).
 The manuscript is potentially acceptable after addressing the above concerns.
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