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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.


	The topic is highly relevant for regions facing seasonal forage scarcity. The study contributes meaningful data on silage optimization using different absorbents.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is informative but can be more precise: consider "Evaluation of Odot Grass (Pennisetum purpureum cv. Mott) Silage with Different Absorbents for Ruminant Feed".
	

	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 of the article provides a basic overview of the study, including the aim, methodology, key results, and conclusion. However, the background rationale for the study is absent, details on the methodology are inconsistent. The sentence structure makes it hard to follow the experimental steps, and lastly key numerical values are embedded without context or proper linking.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. But it needs certain improvements in the methodology section. For example, it is unclear whether the pH measurement was taken before or after the fermentation process. To enhance clarity, the authors should explicitly state the timing of each measurement, whether it was conducted before or after ensiling. Consistency in terminology is also important; the manuscript should uniformly use either “dry matter digestibility” or “DMD” throughout. Moreover, the section on in vitro digestibility requires additional detail. Specifically, the authors should describe how the analysis was performed, including the source of rumen fluid, the incubation period, and other relevant procedures. Discuss unexpected findings more critically (e.g., why rice bran performed worse despite moderate nutrient profile).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, references are sufficient and mostly recent. However here are points need consideration in this section. Several references lack proper formatting (e.g., missing journal issue numbers, DOI,). Follow the journal’s exact referencing style guide (APA, MLA, etc.). Ensure in-text citations match the reference list (e.g., “Fangiadae et al. 2024” vs “Fangidae” in list - check spelling consistency). Fix all DOI links to clickable format or consistent citation pattern. Kindly include any cited reference which are not listed in the reference section.
	

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


	Minor Language editing for clarity and flow is needed.
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