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	Reviewer’s comment
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	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 study is of great importance for the scientific community. It was conducted to compare fodder oat yields again farmers’ conventional practices. The study was carried out in two consequent years, which was good for a strong comparison. However, more revisions are needed to support the manuscript. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is fine. 
	

	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 is fine, but the objective should be provided to make it clearer.  
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript consists of typical paper structure components. However, a lot of things must be improved. The title and the abstract are fine. The introduction did not use strong references to support the importance of fodder oat cultivation and demand in the country. Besides that, specific objectives are not given, so it is hard to understand the research purpose.

In the methodology, the study location and period were given. It is good. However, the studied parameters were given without any detailed process of assessment, so it hard to verify the results. Additionally, formulas that correspond to those parameters should be provided to make it clear. 
The results are fine, but the discussion is little. Then, improvements are needed. Additionally, the graph for economic performance comparison should be changed to a table for a better display of information.  
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	No, they are not. More references should be provided. 
	

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


	Not really, more improvements should be made.  
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