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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	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 study provides rare, localized field evidence from Ethiopia’s Sidama highlands on the comparative performance of four physical soil-moisture conservation structures over three years, filling a critical gap in site-specific data needed for evidence-based land rehabilitation policy. By integrating biophysical measurements (soil moisture, nutrient status, tree growth) with farmer perceptions, it offers a model for linking science and stakeholder acceptance, which is essential for scaling sustainable practices in erosion-prone mountainous regions.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	No. The current title is overly long and contains redundancy (“soil moisture conservation techniques” appears twice).


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally informative but could be strengthened.

· Add: quantitative summary of soil property improvements (e.g., % increase in OC, OM, TN) and tree height differences to match the detail given for soil moisture.

· Add: brief mention of study design (RCBD, 3 replications, 3 years) to clarify experimental rigor.

· Delete/rephrase: repetitive sentence “the study strongly recommends…” (already implied in results).

· Condense: farmer perception section; combine into one sentence highlighting preference despite labor trade-offs.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, with minor caveats. The experimental design (RCBD, 3 reps, 3 yrs), sampling protocols, and statistical analyses (ANOVA + LSD) are sound. Soil moisture calculation follows Reynolds (1970); tree growth metrics are standard. However:

· Bulk density is mentioned in methods but not reported in results—clarify or remove.

· Year-to-year soil moisture increases (e.g., 18.04% → 42.73% in bench terrace) are unusually large; discuss possible confounding factors (rainfall variability, measurement depth).

· No control plot (untreated degraded land) limits attribution of improvements solely to structures.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	References are mostly recent (2022–2024) and regionally relevant, but the list is narrow (12 citations). 

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Marginal. Numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and repetitions reduce clarity. Examples:

“fanayajuu” vs. “fanyajuu” (inconsistent spelling).

“stone stone-faced” (typo).

Redundant sentences in farmer perception (Section 3.3).

Table 4 formatting errors (misaligned columns, repeated “0.09”/“0.1”). Professional language editing is required.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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