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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 manuscript fills an important scientific gap by providing real-world evidence on soil conservation techniques in Ethiopian highlands, where theoretical knowledge often fails to translate into effective practice. The three-year field trial offers rare quantitative data comparing four conservation structures under actual farming conditions, not just controlled experiments. Crucially, it bridges the science-practice divide by combining soil measurements with farmer perspectives showing what actually works on the ground. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, while comprehensive, is overly long and contains redundant phrasing that diminishes its impact and readability. The repetition of similar concepts such as "degraded mountainous lands" and "soil erosion-prone highland areas" makes the title cumbersome, and the grammatical structure "for degraded mountainous lands rehabilitation" is awkward. I strongly recommend the authors revise the title to improve clarity and conciseness while retaining the essential information. Two alternatives are suggested: (1) "Comparing Physical Soil Conservation Structures for Rehabilitating Degraded Mountainous Lands in Highland Ethiopia" or (2) "Performance of Physical Soil Moisture Conservation Techniques in Degraded Highland Areas of Sidama Region, Ethiopia." Both options maintain searchability for key terms while significantly improving readability. The first option in my opinion emphasizes the comparative nature of the study, while the second retains the specific regional focus. Either would better serve the manuscript and attract appropriate readership.
	

	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 provides a reasonable overview of the study but needs refinement to meet standards for a comprehensive scientific abstract. Currently, it lacks a clear statement of the research objectives at the beginning, jumping directly into background context. I recommend the authors restructure the abstract to follow the standard format: objective, methods, results, and conclusions. Specifically, add 1-2 sentences explicitly stating the research aims before describing the experimental approach. The methods section should include critical details currently missing, such as plot dimensions, slope gradients tested, and the specific parameters measured as readers need this information to assess study scope without reading the full manuscript. The results section is overly detailed with too many specific numbers that could be streamlined. Kindly focus on the magnitude of differences between treatments (e.g., outward bench terraces retained 40-50% more soil moisture than soil bunds). The farmer perception findings is very important but it received only one sentence. Either expand this slightly or integrate it more clearly as a key finding. Also, the abstract is about 283 words, authors should aim for an abstract around 250 words that balances comprehensiveness with clarity, ensuring readers immediately understand what was done, what was found, and why it matters.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is generally scientifically sound with appropriate experimental design (RCBD, three replications, three-year duration) and statistical analysis (ANOVA, LSD tests). However, several concerns require attention: the claim that soil texture showed zero change across all treatments over three years is questionable and needs verification or explanation; bulk density data collection is mentioned but results are never presented; and the mechanisms explaining why outward bench terraces outperform other structures lack scientific depth. The authors should provide more process-based explanations linking structure design to observed outcomes, rather than simply reporting statistical differences. Additionally, some soil sampling protocols need clarification.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is insufficient, containing only 12 citations with limited recent literature. Most references are from 2022-2024, which is positive, but the overall coverage is weak. The authors rely heavily on one source (Kelbore & Gebreyes, 2022) for comparison, suggesting narrow literature engagement. I recommend adding references on: (1) soil moisture dynamics in terraced systems, (2) comparative studies of conservation structures from other tropical highlands (Asia, Latin America), (3) recent meta-analyses on soil conservation effectiveness, and (4) theoretical frameworks explaining infiltration and runoff processes in different terrace designs. A minimum of 25-30 references would better support this work.
	

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


	The English is generally clear and understandable but contains grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent terminology (e.g., "Gravilia Robusta" vs. "Gravelia Robusta"). Professional language editing is recommended before publication.


	

	Optional/General comments


	This is important field research addressing real-world conservation challenges. The authors have invested considerable effort in rigorous, multi-year experimentation. With revisions addressing the technical concerns raised, this manuscript will make a meaningful contribution to soil conservation science.
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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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