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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 an important and unexplored intersection between farm mechanization and land tenure systems in a developing country context, specifically Nigeria. The topic is highly relevant given the increasing push toward agricultural modernization and its socio-economic implications for smallholder farmers. The paper contributes by highlighting potential conflicts between mechanization-driven land expansion and traditional land rights systems, which is a critical issue for sustainable agricultural development. However, the manuscript requires significant improvement in analytical depth and structure to enhance its scientific contribution.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 

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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. 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
	


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. the abstract need revision. It currently lacks clarity, coherence and proper structure. It should include:
· Background

· Objective

· Methodology (missing completely)

· Key findings

· Specific conclusions

Avoid unclear terms like fears and use precise academic language.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. 
Improvements: 

· The paper lacks a clear review methodology (e.g., systematic or narrative review approach)

· Arguments are often descriptive rather than analytical

· Several claims are not critically supported with recent literature

· Concepts like fear and not scientifically framed and should be replaced with terms like risks, conflicts, or socio-economic implications.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No.
· Many references are outdated (before 2010)

· Include recent studies mostly last 5-10 years on

· Mechanization in sub-Saharan Africa

· Land tenure reforms

· Gender impacts of mechanization

· Add high journal sources (e.g., Elsevier, springer, FAO recent reports)
	

	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 book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript has potential and requires substantial restructuring. Author should;
· Improve academic writing quality

· Clearly define review methodology

· Strengthen critical analysis

· Update references

· Replace informal wordings with scientific terminologies 
The manuscript addresses a relevant topic but suffers from major methodological and language deficiencies. Substantial revision is required, particularly in:

•
Language and grammar

•
Scientific framing

•
Inclusion of recent literature

•
Clear review methodology
•
Strong topic relevance

•
Weak scientific rigor

•
Improper language

•
Lack of structured review methodology

Insufficient critical analysis
Recommendation: Major revision
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