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	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 is important as it addresses a key challenge in dryland livestock management: green fodder scarcity. By quantifying the nutritional quality and water use efficiency of hydroponically grown cowpea and maize, it promotes sustainable forage production in arid regions. The integration of proximate analysis with efficient water use strategies has direct implications for climate-smart agriculture and feed security. It also demonstrates a practical model that can be scaled across similar Agro-ecological zones.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is mostly suitable. However, a slight rephrasing could improve clarity:

Suggested title:


“Proximate Composition and Water Use Efficiency of Hydroponically Grown Fodder Crops under Dryland Conditions for Climate Change Mitigation”
	

	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 summarizes the study objectives, methods, and results but contains redundancy and grammatical errors. For example, the design and treatment details are repeated unnecessarily. The following improvements are suggested:

· Remove duplicate mentions of experimental design.

· Improve clarity by restructuring long sentences.

· Add specific numerical values where relevant for impact.

· Clarify the main conclusion: Which crop is more suitable under what condition?
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound with a clear experimental setup, appropriate factorial RBD design, and relevant parameters studied. However:

· The interpretation of proximate composition needs deeper explanation (e.g., physiology of legumes vs cereals).

· Water use efficiency calculation should be better defined in the methodology.

· Results are presented clearly, but some mechanistic discussion is superficial and could be improved by citing supporting physiological or biochemical evidence.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are mostly adequate but a few are outdated. Some recent literature on hydroponics and climate-resilient fodder production (post-2020) should be added.
	

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


	The language needs moderate revision. Multiple grammar issues, redundant phrases, inconsistent tenses, and awkward sentence construction affect readability. An English language edit is recommended to align with scholarly standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· Figures (especially Fig. 4) need clearer axis labelling and resolution.

· Tables should include unit labels (e.g., % DM, kg/m²).

· Ensure statistical significance is explained where interaction effects are not significant (NS).

· The manuscript would benefit from a schematic overview of water use calculations.
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