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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 manuscript is useful because it shows how solar energy and sensors can make hydroponic fodder production more reliable and accessible. It provides practical data that researchers working on smart farming and controlled-environment agriculture can apply. The sensor comparison adds technical evidence that is currently limited in this field. Overall, the study offers a workable model that can support future research and innovation in sustainable fodder production.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, with some revisions
	

	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 covers the basic structure—aim, methods, key results and conclusion but it feels a bit dense and leans heavily toward technical detail. A few adjustments could make it more comprehensive and easier to follow.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and include several recent sources from 2020–2025.
	

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


	The language is generally understandable, but it isn’t fully ready for scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript does a solid job explaining the engineering aspects, but the introduction is overloaded with statistics from multiple years without a clear narrative thread. You may want to tighten this section so the reader quickly understands the actual gap your system addresses. Right now, the fodder deficit numbers appear twice in different forms, which makes the opening feel repetitive rather than persuasive.

2. The methods section is extremely detailed on sensor specifications, but it’s missing a clearer justification for why these three sensors, in particular, were shortlisted. As a reviewer, I’m looking for a short paragraph explaining what functional constraints (cost ceiling, availability, durability in humid environments) guided the selection before testing. That context helps frame the engineering decisions.

3. The results section often blends explanation with interpretation. For example, in the sensor comparison, you jump directly from MAE values to conclusions without showing any of the raw comparative values (or even condensed tables/plots) that would let the reader verify those claims. Including at least one summary figure or table would strengthen the evidence and give more transparency.

4. The hydroponic yield results are interesting but need more clarity on the experimental design. You mention different seed rates, temperatures, and harvest periods, but the manuscript doesn’t describe how many replications were done, how variation was handled, or whether the reported maximum yield is an average, a single peak value, or statistically significant. This limits how confidently the reader can interpret the performance.

5. The discussion and conclusion lean heavily toward advocacy rather than critical evaluation. It would help to mention at least a few practical limitations—maintenance requirements, risk of disease in enclosed systems, cost barriers for small farmers, or long-term durability of the sensors under humid microclimate conditions. A balanced discussion improves credibility.

6. The manuscript would benefit from careful language tightening and restructuring. Some sections feel more like a technical manual (sensor specs, wiring descriptions) than an academic paper. You might consider moving part of the hardware details to an appendix and bringing more focus to the experimental comparisons, system performance, and implications for rural fodder production.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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