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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.


	This study is important to scientists as it optimizes sustainable livestock feed by pinpointing the best seed-moistening for maximizing barley hydroponic fodder's yield, boosting protein/nutrients, and improving digestibility, crucial for arid regions facing water scarcity and food security, offering data to enhance animal health, milk/meat production, and reduce feed costs through a resource-efficient, controlled system. This method is particularly advantageous when roughage shortages are prevalent in winter, as it provides a reliable and efficient solution to meet roughage requirements for ruminant. Indeed, by utilizing the hydroponic system, it becomes possible to produce fresh and nutritious green fodder throughout the year, regardless of the season.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable and comprehensive for a scientific audience, clearly stating the variables (seed-moistening conditions, hydroponics) and outcomes (yield, nutrition, digestibility) for barley green fodder, but for conciseness, alternatives like "Optimizing Hydroponic Barley Fodder: Effects of Seed Moisture on Yield, Nutrient Profile, and Digestibility"  offer punchier, journal-ready options that retain all key information
	

	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 is found to be comprehensive and correct as all of the information have included in the abstract agrees with the information in the main body of the manuscript.  However, In order to minimize the word count, the last sentence of the abstract may be deleted
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the subsections and structure of the manuscript is appropriate
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references were found sufficient and most of the references are recent, less than 10 years old. However,two references Abouelezz,et al(2019) and Kumar et al(2018) written in the reference part were not found cited in the text. Besides Dung et al 2010) was repeatedly listed in the reference.
	

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


	The language is clear, precise and formal and suitable for scholarly communications.
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