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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 addresses a highly relevant issue in sub-Saharan agriculture—improving maize productivity under rain-fed conditions in the Sudano-Sahelian zone. Given the increasing pressure of climate variability and low soil fertility in West Africa, the evaluation of hybrid genotypes adapted to such environments is of strong scientific and practical importance. The study contributes valuable empirical data on agro-physiological traits and yield performance, which can inform breeding programs and varietal selection strategies. Additionally, the integration of statistical tools such as ANOVA, correlation analysis, and hierarchical classification strengthens its contribution to genotype performance characterization
	



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
	2
	

	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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
	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
	3
	

	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
	5
	

	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 (with minor improvement suggested)
The title is generally clear, informative, and reflects the content of the study. However, it can be improved for conciseness and clarity.
Suggested improvement:
“Agro-Physiological Performance and Yield Evaluation of Maize Hybrid Genotypes Under Rain-Fed Sudano-Sahelian Conditions in Burkina Faso”

	

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

	NO
The abstract contains key findings but lacks some important components expected in a scientific abstract.
Suggested improvements:
· Clearly state the research gap or problem statement. 
· Briefly include methodological details (e.g., location, experimental design). 
· Improve clarity of some statistical statements (e.g., avoid borderline P-values like 0.050 without interpretation). 
· Include practical implications or recommendations. 
Example improvement:
Add a concluding sentence such as:
“These results provide useful insights for breeding programs and the selection of climate-resilient maize hybrids for Sudano-Sahelian environments.”

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	NO (minor to moderate revisions required)
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound but has several issues that need correction:
Key issues and suggestions:
· Equations (1) and (2) are incomplete or improperly formatted (missing variables and expressions). 
· Some statistical interpretations are weak, especially borderline significance levels (e.g., P = 0.050 should be cautiously interpreted). 
· Typographical and grammatical errors (e.g., “The mays be explained” → “This may be explained”). 
· Lack of units or clarity in some measurements. 
· The methodology lacks sufficient detail for reproducibility (e.g., how grain yield was calculated exactly). 
· Discussion sometimes includes speculative explanations without strong citation support. 

	

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

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

	YES (with minor improvement)
The references are generally recent (many from 2020–2025) and relevant.
Suggested improvements:
· Increase inclusion of region-specific maize breeding studies (West Africa). 
· Include more high-impact journals on maize genetics, drought tolerance, and hybrid performance. 
· Ensure consistency in referencing style (some entries are inconsistent in formatting). 

	

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

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

	NO
There are no evident ethical concerns.
· The study involves field experimentation with crops, which does not raise ethical concerns. 
· The authors have declared no conflict of interest, and ethical statements are appropriately included. 
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