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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 to the scientific community because it provides practical evidence on the performance and adoption potential of newly released common bean varieties under real farming conditions. The study contributes to agricultural extension and crop improvement research by demonstrating the agronomic, economic and farmer-preference advantages of the Qey-Bure variety, particularly in terms of drought tolerance, disease resistance, early maturity, and yield performance. Furthermore, the findings generate valuable insights into participatory variety evaluation and technology dissemination strategies, which can support future research, policy formulation and scaling-up efforts aimed at improving food security, climate resilience, and smallholder farmers’ livelihoods. The manuscript also serves as an empirical reference for researchers, extension professionals and development practitioners working on sustainable pulse production and agricultural productivity enhancement.
	



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
	Based on the title “Pre-Extension Demonstration of Newly Released Qey-Bure Common Bean Variety with Full Package Application at Boricha District, Sidama National Regional State”, I would rate it:
Rating: 4 = Good
Reason: The title is generally clear, informative and reflects the key components of the study, including the crop variety, intervention (pre-extension demonstration), package application and study location. However, it is somewhat lengthy and could be improved for readability and conciseness. Minor restructuring could make it more precise and easier to understand while retaining the essential information.

	

	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: 4 = Good
Reason: The abstract is fairly comprehensive as it covers the major components of a scientific abstract, including the study rationale, objectives, methodology, training and implementation process, data collection, analysis methods, key findings, farmer preferences, economic benefits and conclusion. It clearly highlights the performance of the Qey-Bure variety in terms of yield, drought tolerance, disease resistance, and farmer acceptance.

	

	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: 3 = Satisfactory
Reason: The keywords (Pre-Extension Demonstration, Variety, Qey Bure, Yield, Farmers’ Preference) are generally relevant to the study and reflect its central themes. They help identify the focus on variety demonstration, yield performance and farmer evaluation.
However, the keywords are somewhat broad and could be improved for better discoverability and indexing in scientific databases. More specific and standardized terms such as “Common Bean,” “Disease Resistance,” “Drought Tolerance,” “Agricultural Extension,” or “Technology Demonstration” could enhance searchability and scientific relevance. In addition, using a combination of crop-specific, methodological, and thematic keywords would strengthen the manuscript’s visibility. Therefore, the keywords are best rated as Satisfactory

	

	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: 3 = Satisfactory
Reason: The background information appears to provide a general rationale for demonstrating newly released common bean varieties, particularly regarding yield improvement, disease resistance, drought tolerance, and technology dissemination. It establishes the practical importance of the study and links the demonstration to productivity enhancement and farmer adoption.
However, the background may require stronger organization and greater depth to be considered fully comprehensive. A clearer presentation of the problem statement, existing production constraints, previous research on common bean variety demonstrations, regional context, and a defined research gap would improve scientific clarity and flow. Better integration of recent literature and a logical progression from broader context to study objectives would strengthen the section. Therefore, the background is best rated as Satisfactory 
	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
Reason: The research objectives are generally clear and can be identified from the abstract, particularly the aims to demonstrate the newly released Qey-Bure common bean variety, assess its yield performance, disease and drought resistance, analyze farmers’ preferences and evaluate its economic benefits. These objectives are relevant and aligned with the overall purpose of the study.
However, the objectives could be stated more explicitly and systematically in the manuscript, preferably in a separate section or clearly listed at the end of the introduction. No formal research hypotheses appear to be stated, which is acceptable for a demonstration or extension-based study, but the expected outcomes or assumptions could be articulated more clearly. Therefore, the objectives are best rated as Good.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory 
Reason: Based on the information provided, the literature review appears generally relevant to the topic of common bean variety demonstration, productivity improvement, drought tolerance, disease resistance, and agricultural extension. It likely supports the study rationale by linking the importance of improved varieties and technology dissemination.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
Reason: The research methodology appears appropriate for the nature of a pre-extension demonstration study. The manuscript describes relevant activities such as farmer participation, training of stakeholders, land preparation, planting, monitoring, field evaluation, data collection on agronomic and yield-related traits, farmer preference assessment, and economic analysis through partial budgeting. The use of direct field observation, yield comparison, preference ranking, and cost-benefit analysis aligns well with the objectives of evaluating and promoting a newly released variety.
However, the methodology could be strengthened by providing more detailed information on experimental design, sample size, farmer selection criteria, plot management, statistical justification, and procedures for data reliability and validation. Clearer methodological structure and replication details would improve scientific rigor and reproducibility. 
	

	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
	Rating: N/A = Not Applicable
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 = Good
Reason: The results appear to be presented clearly, with key findings such as yield performance, farmer preferences, drought tolerance, disease resistance, early maturity, and economic benefits explicitly reported. Quantitative outcomes, including the average yield of Qey-Bure (22.5 qt/ha) and positive economic return (150,080 ETB/ha), help support the study conclusions and make the findings understandable.
However, the clarity of results could be further improved through better organization, clearer presentation of comparative data (e.g., Qey-Bure versus Gegebe), and the inclusion of well-structured tables, figures, or statistical summaries where appropriate. Additional explanation of variability, significance, or detailed interpretation of findings would strengthen scientific presentation.

	

	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


	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory 
Reason: Based on the available information, tables and figures appear relevant to the study because comparative yield performance, farmer preference rankings, agronomic traits, and economic analysis would benefit from visual presentation. If included, they are likely necessary to summarize findings and improve interpretation.
However, without detailed access to the manuscript’s tables and figures, their clarity, labeling, formatting, and necessity cannot be fully confirmed. Improvements may include clearer captions, better organization of comparative results (e.g., Qey-Bure vs. Gegebe), inclusion of units, and avoidance of redundant information between text and tables.

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
Reason: Based on the information provided, the discussion appears to interpret findings related to yield performance, drought tolerance, disease resistance, farmer preference, and economic benefits of the Qey-Bure variety. However, there is limited evidence that these findings are extensively compared with or contextualized within existing literature.
A stronger discussion should explicitly compare the study results with previous research on common bean varieties, pre-extension demonstrations, participatory varietal selection, and productivity improvements in similar agroecological settings. It should explain agreements or differences with earlier findings and highlight the scientific contribution of the study. 

	

	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
	Rating: 4 = Good
Reason: The conclusions appear to be generally supported by the data presented in the study. Findings such as higher yield performance (22.5 qt/ha), farmer preference for Qey-Bure based on early maturity, drought tolerance, disease resistance, pod performance, and favorable economic return (150,080 ETB/ha) provide evidence for recommending the variety for wider dissemination. The conclusion logically aligns with the reported agronomic, economic, and participatory evaluation results.
However, the conclusions should remain carefully limited to the scope of the study and avoid overgeneralization beyond the demonstration area or conditions tested. Including acknowledgment of study limitations and emphasizing context-specific applicability would further strengthen scientific rigor

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
Reason: Based on the information available, there is little evidence that the manuscript explicitly discusses study limitations. For a pre-extension demonstration study, important limitations could include restricted geographic coverage, limited sample size or farmer participation, seasonal variability, short evaluation duration, absence of multi-location or multi-year validation, and limited statistical analysis.
	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
Reason: The references are generally relevant to the topic of common bean production, participatory breeding, fertilizer response, agricultural extension, and productivity improvement in Ethiopia. They include foundational studies, government reports, extension-related publications, and some recent research relevant to common bean breeding and agronomic performance.
However, the reference list appears somewhat limited in number and relies heavily on older sources (e.g., 2004, 2008, 2009, 2011, 2018), with only a few recent studies (2022–2023). The manuscript would benefit from including more up-to-date literature from the last 5–10 years, especially peer-reviewed studies on common bean variety performance, drought tolerance, participatory evaluation, farmer preference analysis, and pre-extension demonstrations in similar agroecological contexts. Additionally, greater diversity in international and regional literature could strengthen the scientific foundation and discussion

	

	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
	Rating: 3 = Satisfactory
Reason: The manuscript is generally understandable, and the main ideas, objectives, methodology, and findings can be followed without major difficulty. Technical information is communicated adequately, and the study purpose and outcomes are reasonably clear.
However, there are noticeable issues related to grammar, sentence structure, consistency, wording, and scientific writing style that affect readability and flow. Some sentences are lengthy or repetitive, terminology is occasionally inconsistent (e.g., “Key Bure” vs. “Qey Bure”), and transitions between ideas could be improved for better coherence. Careful language editing and proofreading would significantly improve clarity, readability, and overall presentation quality. 

	




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 study focus, crop variety, intervention type and study location.
	

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

	No, the abstract is reasonably comprehensive but could be improved for clarity, structure and scientific presentation.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes, the manuscript appears to be generally scientifically correct based on the information provided
	

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

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

	NO
The references are relevant but are not fully sufficient or recent. The manuscript relies heavily on older studies (2004–2011) with only a few recent references (2022–2023). The authors should include more up-to-date peer-reviewed literature from the last 5–10 years on common bean variety performance, drought tolerance, disease resistance, participatory variety evaluation, farmer preference studies, and pre-extension demonstrations in similar agroecological conditions. Increasing the number and diversity of recent scientific references would strengthen the study background, discussion, and scientific relevance.
	

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

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

	NO
Based on the available information, there do not appear to be major ethical issues in this manuscript.
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