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Reviewer’'s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and
highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write
his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

1. Recent literature pertaining to the present study is lacking behind 2014. Addition
of recent references (2014-2019) in the Introduction and Discussion is to be made
compulsory.

2. More details on how these were performed in the present study is required to be
added (refer following)

The determination of the dry matter content of the leaf blade, pseudocolus
and senescent material components of the samples was performed
according to the authors cited in the reference [13].

The crude protein (CP), neutral detergent fiber (NDF), acid detergent fiber
(FAD) and mineral matter (MM) were determined according to the
methodology of the authors cited in the reference [13].

The data were submitted to analysis of variance and regression, using the
SANEST software [14].

3. Is this the plant name: ‘brachiariadecumbens’. Make it in scientific manner
throughout the text.

4. Why g/pot is equated with kg/ha? In this case, how to compare the parameters
with reference to the study?

5. What could be the conclusion, if the increase is too meager: “In the second cut,
there was an increase of 0.0058% in the CP content of pseudocolus per kg of N
applied (Table 2)".

6. “Contrasting results were reported by the authors cited in the references [25],...".
Only one reference was cited!

7. These are to be modified: “. The authors cited in the references [26]"...........

8. Define clearly the ‘first cut and second cut’ — harvest by means of cutting? It is not
attractive to the readers.

9. Conclusion is not indicating what the study insists and the further scope of the
study. These details are to be added to this section along with more pronounced
results of the present study.

10. Finally, | recommend the article to be accepted after major revisions in line with
the above comments.

Minor REVISION comments

Optional/General comments
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Reviewer’'s comment

IAuthor’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight
that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her
feedback here)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

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