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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.


	The manuscript addresses an important issue - fodder yield and quality in dryland regions - relevant to livestock productivity and smallholder farmers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is clear, but could be shortened for impact. Suggest:

“Varietal Response of Napier Grass (Pennisetum purpureum Schumach.) to Spacing and Nitrogen Levels under Dryland Conditions of Southern India”.
	

	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 good overview of the study background, objectives, methods, and results; however, it lacks a clear conclusion and recommendations. Abstracts should not only summarize findings but also highlight the practical implications of the research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct. However, some improvements are needed to enhance clarity and impact:

· The abstract should include a concise conclusion and recommendation.
· Certain sections (Introduction, Results) could be more concise and avoid repetition of data already presented in tables.
· In the introduction section, only citations were used.

· References need formatting consistency.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Most references are relevant, but formatting is inconsistent. Kindly follow the referencing format of the journal.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable, and the scientific content is communicated clearly. However it should undergo proofreading before final submission.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is scientifically sound, but minor revisions are required before publication.
	


	PART  2: 



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



	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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