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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 evaluates the strategic supplementation of sickle bush (Dichrostachys cinerea) pod meal to Blackhead Persian sheep consuming low-quality Rhodes grass hay. The study addresses a critical constraint in tropical and subtropical small-ruminant production, namely dry-season feed scarcity and inadequate dietary protein. By assessing voluntary intake, total-tract digestibility, and nitrogen balance, the study provides valuable empirical insights into utilizing locally available browse legumes as sustainable drought feed resources. The findings contribute meaningfully to livestock nutrition strategies in resource-limited smallholder farming systems. 

	



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 study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Clear and directly describes the experimental interventions and measured variables. Minor punctuation adjustments (adding a comma) would improve readability.

	

	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
	4
Concise and covers background, methodology, numerical key results, statistical metrics, and main conclusions accurately.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Relevant, standard, and well-aligned with the subject matter and target indexing databases

	

	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
	4
Well-structured introduction, logically progressing from tropical feed scarcity to secondary plant metabolites/tannins

	

	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
	5
The objectives and specific research hypothesis are explicitly defined at the end of the introduction.

	

	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
	4
Citations include recent relevant literature (e.g., 2024 and 2025 meta-analyses and reviews) alongside classical methodological source

	

	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
	3
Uses a standard 3 × 3 Latin square design, but limited to only 3 animals (resulting in only 2 residual degrees of freedom) and relatively short adaptation/urine collection periods.

	

	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
	2
Needs Improvement: Formal animal ethics approval was not obtained prior to the experiment, although animal monitoring and welfare handling were reported.

	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Data and statistical outcomes (P-values, SEMs, superscripts) are presented systematically and clearly.

	

	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


	4
Tables are well-formatted, self-explanatory, and necessary for demonstrating intake, digestibility, and nitrogen parameters.

	

	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
	4
Well-balanced discussion that thoroughly addresses the mechanisms, statistical limitations, and biological context.

	

	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
	4
Conclusions are cautious and properly grounded in the observed statistically supported trends without overclaiming.

	

	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
	5
Excellent; a dedicated subsection explicitly details sample size limitations, duration, lack of separate forage/supplement intake records, and unmeasured compounds (tannins, rumen parameters).

	

	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
	4
Complete, formatted correctly, and sufficient to ground the experimental context.

	

	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
	5
Written in clean, precise, professional, and grammatically sound scientific English.

	



ART 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
Supplementation" for optimal grammatical flow: "Effects of Sickle Bush Pod Meal Supplementation on Nutrient Intake, Apparent Digestibility, and Nitrogen Balance in Blackhead Persian Sheep Fed Rhodes Grass Hay")

	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Yes
It includes essential details regarding animal species, treatments, design, quantitative results, statistical P-values, and biological conclusions

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	Yes
The calculations, statistical models (SAS MIXED procedure for Latin square), and data interpretations are sound. However, the study's scope is inherently constrained by low residual degrees of freedom (N=3 sheep).



	

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

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

	Yes
The reference list balances classical analytical methodology (AOAC 1990; Van Soest 1991) with recent peer-reviewed articles from 2021–2025. 

	

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

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

	Yes
The authors explicitly declare that "Formal ethical approval was not obtained prior to the commencement of this study". Although humane handling and clinical monitoring were reported, lack of prior Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee (IACUC) or equivalent institutional ethical approval represents a standard ethical protocol deficiency.
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