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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 is important because it addresses the practical integration of school nutrition, poultry production, and rural livelihood development in Ethiopia. Its focus on the “One Egg for One Child” initiative provides useful field-based evidence on how improved poultry production may support Home-Grown School Feeding Programs. The study is particularly relevant for settings where child malnutrition, limited dietary diversity, and weak local food systems remain major challenges. Although the evidence is mainly descriptive, the manuscript highlights a potentially scalable model linking agriculture, education, nutrition, and community income generation.
	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	The title is clear and generally appropriate because it reflects the manuscript’s main focus: integrating improved poultry production with a Home-Grown School Feeding Program through the “One Egg for One Child” initiative in Ethiopia. However, it is somewhat long and reads more like a project report title than a concise scientific paper title.

	

	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: 3 = Satisfactory
The abstract is generally comprehensive because it includes the background, objective, intervention approach, major outputs, and conclusion. However, it overstates the nutritional impact because direct child nutrition outcomes, such as anthropometry, dietary diversity, or academic performance, were not measured. It should more clearly state that the study demonstrates feasibility rather than proven nutritional effectiveness.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The keywords are appropriate and useful because they reflect the main themes of the manuscript: Home-Grown School Feeding, poultry production, school nutrition, Bovans Brown chickens, SAPLING, TPGS, and Ethiopia. However, the list is slightly long and includes project-specific terms that may be less useful for indexing. More general keywords such as egg supplementation, nutrition-sensitive agriculture, or school-based poultry enterprise could improve discoverability. 

	

	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 is sufficient and generally well organized. It clearly explains the links between child malnutrition, school feeding, egg nutrition, poultry production, and Home-Grown School Feeding Programs. However, the Introduction could be improved by presenting a clearer research gap and explaining more specifically why this school-based poultry model needs scientific evaluation in Ethiopia.

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The objective is clearly stated and relevant to the manuscript. It explains that the study aims to demonstrate the integration of improved poultry production with a Home-Grown School Feeding Program and assess its contribution to school nutrition, community awareness, and livelihood improvement. However, the phrase “school nutrition” should be used more cautiously because direct nutritional outcomes were not measured. 

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The literature review is relevant because it covers child malnutrition, school feeding programs, Home-Grown School Feeding, egg nutrition, and poultry production. However, it is still broad and needs stronger focus on school-based poultry enterprises, egg-based school feeding interventions, and Ethiopian Home-Grown School Feeding evidence. Some references are also incomplete or weakly connected to the topic.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
The literature review includes some recent sources, including references from 2020, 2021, and 2025. However, several important references are older, incomplete, or not clearly relevant to the manuscript topic. The authors should add more recent studies on Home-Grown School Feeding, egg-based nutrition interventions, and poultry-based school feeding models in Ethiopia or similar contexts. 

	

	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
	Rating: 1 = Poor
The literature search methodology is not explained. The manuscript includes relevant background literature, but it does not describe how sources were searched, selected, or evaluated. This may be acceptable for a standard research article introduction, but if the manuscript intends to present a structured literature review, the search strategy, databases, keywords, inclusion criteria, and selection process should be reported. 

	

	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
	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
A critical analysis of the literature is only partially done. The manuscript cites relevant literature on malnutrition, school feeding, eggs, and poultry production, but it mostly summarizes general background rather than critically comparing previous findings, identifying limitations, or clearly defining the research gap. The authors should strengthen the literature review by explaining how this intervention differs from or adds to previous school feeding and poultry-based nutrition studies. 

	

	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

	Rating: 2 = Needs Improvement
The manuscript identifies the general need for integrating poultry production with school feeding, but the research gap is not clearly or critically stated. Future directions are mentioned in the limitations and conclusion, especially the need for stronger monitoring, cost analysis, and direct nutrition-related outcome measurement. However, these points should be more explicitly connected to the study rationale and future research agenda.

	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
The conclusions are generally logical and consistent with the descriptive findings. They appropriately state that the initiative demonstrated practical feasibility, egg production capacity, school egg distribution, income generation, employment creation, and community learning benefits. However, the conclusions should avoid implying proven nutritional impact because direct child nutrition, attendance, or academic outcomes were not measured.

	

	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
	Rating: 5 = Excellent
Yes, the limitations are clearly discussed. The manuscript explicitly acknowledges that it is based on a single school intervention, lacks a control group, has no baseline-endline comparison, and does not measure direct nutritional, anthropometric, attendance, academic, or household-level outcomes. This is one of the stronger parts of the manuscript.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
Most references are relevant and appear to come from authentic sources, including peer-reviewed literature and reports from organizations such as FAO, WFP, UNICEF, and EPHI. However, the quality is weakened by incomplete citations, inconsistent formatting, and at least one reference that appears poorly aligned with the manuscript topic. The authors should verify all references, remove irrelevant sources, and add stronger recent peer-reviewed studies on school feeding, egg supplementation, and poultry-based nutrition interventions.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
The manuscript is written in generally clear and understandable language. Most sections are easy to follow, and the main message is communicated effectively. However, some parts are overly descriptive, repetitive, and written more like a project report than a scientific article. Minor grammar, formatting, and wording issues should also be corrected.

	




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.
The title is suitable because it clearly reflects the main subject of the manuscript: integrating improved poultry production with a Home-Grown School Feeding Program through the “One Egg for One Child” initiative in Sidama Region, Ethiopia.
However, it is slightly long. A more concise option could be:
“Integrating Improved Poultry Production with School Feeding in Ethiopia: The ‘One Egg for One Child’ Initiative”

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, but only partially.
The abstract is comprehensive in terms of background, intervention description, egg production, egg distribution, revenue generation, and employment creation. However, it slightly overstates the impact by suggesting improved child nutrition, although direct nutritional outcomes were not measured. 
A clearer improvement would be to state that the study demonstrates feasibility and potential nutritional contribution, rather than confirmed nutritional impact.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, not fully.
The manuscript is scientifically plausible, but it is not yet fully scientifically correct as a research article because the evidence is mainly descriptive and does not directly measure nutritional, educational, or long-term livelihood outcomes. The study also lacks a control group, baseline-endline comparison, clear statistical analysis, and detailed economic evaluation. 
Suggestion for improvement:
The authors should present the work clearly as a field demonstration or feasibility study, avoid claiming proven nutritional impact, and add stronger data on flock size, costs, profit, egg distribution records, student selection criteria, and measurable child nutrition or school outcomes.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No, not fully.
The references are generally relevant, but they are not fully sufficient or recent. Some references are recent, but several are incomplete, inconsistently formatted, or only loosely related to the topic. One reference also appears unrelated to school feeding, poultry production, or child nutrition. 
Suggestion for improvement:
The authors should add more recent peer-reviewed studies on Home-Grown School Feeding, egg-based nutrition interventions, poultry-based school feeding models, and school nutrition programs in Ethiopia or similar low-income settings. They should also correct incomplete references, remove irrelevant citations, and format all references according to the journal style.

	

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

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

	YES.
The manuscript has potential ethical issues because the intervention involved schoolchildren receiving eggs, but the manuscript does not clearly state whether ethical approval, school authorization, parental consent, or child assent was obtained. 
Ethical issues to address:
1. Whether approval was obtained from an institutional ethics committee or relevant education/health authority. 
2. Whether parents or guardians gave consent for children to participate in the feeding program. 
3. How the 100 “nutritionally vulnerable students” were selected and whether selection avoided stigma or discrimination. 
4. Whether food safety procedures were followed during egg preparation and distribution. 
5. Whether children with egg allergy, intolerance, or dietary restrictions were screened or monitored. 
6. Whether adverse events were recorded. 
These issues do not necessarily invalidate the study, but they should be clearly reported in the manuscript.
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