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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 addresses the growth response of elephant grass (Pennisetum purpureum) under varying rates of poultry manure application. The study is important because elephant grass is a widely cultivated forage in tropical regions, and poultry manure represents a low-cost organic fertilizer available to smallholder farmers. Determining optimal manure application rates contributes to sustainable forage production, soil fertility improvement, and reduced dependence on costly inorganic fertilizers. The findings have practical implications for resource-poor farmers and can support climate-smart agriculture initiatives.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is understandable but contains a error (purpreum instead of purpureum) and needs slight refinement. 
	

	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 too long, highly descriptive, and contains some subjective wording (“surprisingly underperformed”). It should be shortened, with clear emphasis on:

· Background and objective of the study.

· Key methods (CRD, bag experiment, manure rates).

· Main findings (10–15 t/ha best performance, 20 t/ha reduced growth).

· Concise conclusion and recommendation.

Recommendation: Rewrite in ~250 words, avoiding repetition and subjective terms.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically relevant but has several issues:

· Experimental design: The study used cement bags with 17 kg of soil but expressed manure rates in tons/ha. The conversion method is not described, making replication difficult.

· Choice of CRD instead of RCBD for variability control is not justified.

· Soil and poultry manure characterization lacks methodological detail (e.g., analytical methods).

· Results presentation is repetitive with too many tables. Graphical representation (line charts with error bars) would improve clarity.

· Discussion mostly repeats results rather than providing mechanistic explanations or broader implications.

Overall, the study is sound but requires major revision to improve methodology description, statistical reporting, and discussion depth.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Some references are recent (up to 2024), but:

· Many are outdated or web-based.

· Reference formatting is inconsistent.

· Include more recent peer-reviewed studies on poultry manure use in forage and grassland systems.
Example suggested references:

· [Relevant papers on organic manure and forage productivity published in last 5 years, especially in African contexts.]

Add these references:

· Santosh Kumar, S. K., Babu, C., Revathi, S., & Iyanar, K. (2017). Estimation of genetic variability, heritability and association of green fodder yield with contributing traits in Napier grass [Pennisetum purpureum Schum.].
· Santosh Kumar, S. K., Babu, C., Revathi, S., & Sumathi, P. (2017). Genetic variation deliniation among fodder pearl millet [Pennisetum glaucum (L.)] accessions and Napier grass germplasm using SSR markers.
· Kumar, S., Babu, C., Revathi, S., & Iyanar, K. Es Ti Ma Tion Of Per Se Per For Mance Of Yield Traits In Napier Grass [PENNISETUM PURPUREUM (SCHUM.)].

	

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


	The English is understandable but not polished. Problems include:

· Long, repetitive sentences.

· Minor grammatical errors (e.g., missing articles, verb agreement).

· Subjective language (“surprisingly underperformed”).

The manuscript requires careful language editing for conciseness and academic tone.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues observed.
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