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( ) The English could be improved to more clearly express the research. 
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	Yes
	Can be improved
	Must be improved
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	Does the introduction provide sufficient background and include all relevant references?
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	Is the research design appropriate?
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	Are the methods adequately described?
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	Are the results clearly presented?
	(x)
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	Are the conclusions supported by the results?
	(x)
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	Are all figures and tables clear and well-presented?
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Comments and Suggestions for Authors
The manuscript is a data descriptor of a literature dataset comparing pasture-fed and indoor-fed ruminants to further assess and compare differences in performance.
The data is original, and its source is well defined. The dataset was collected using FAIR principles and have been archived appropriately to be accessible and available for reuse.
The methodologies of data collection were described accordingly, but it could be improved. Specifics comments are below:
 L 88. What criteria did you consider when evaluating the similarity of the diets?
We took into account criteria related to the similarity of the animals fed in both environments, indoors and on pasture, and similarity of resources provided, based on the information provided mainly in the Materials and Methods section.
And similarity does not mean equality, as indoors often has been distributed additional concentrates, to the basal diets. Information related to this concentrate added has also been specified and coded (see columns 27 and 28).
L233. Please specify what you consider to be contradictory data or inconsistencies, and explain the criteria or methodology used to evaluate them.
Based on our expertise in animal science, we quickly identified inconsistent data, often related to average daily weight gain. Fortunately, this variable can be easily recalculated from the initial and final weights (usually listed in the "Materials and Methods" section and/or in the tables) for verification purposes. Similarly, the physiological stage indicated in the PDF files and listed in column 10 was checked and sometimes corrected based on the weight of the animals concerned. Our goal was to obtain consistent physiological stages for all rows in the database.
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	Are the results clearly presented?
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	Are the conclusions supported by the results?
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Comments and Suggestions for Authors
This manuscript presents the PASTorIN dataset, a literature-derived database comparing pasture-fed and indoor-fed ruminants based on 93 publications and 248 treatments collected over more than 40 years. The topic is relevant and timely considering the increasing interest in sustainable livestock systems, grazing management, and agroecological transitions.
Introduction
The introduction should adopt a more objective scientific tone and present both advantages and limitations of pasture-based systems. 

Our introduction draws primarily on the livestock farming literature, highlighting the main limitations of grazing—namely soil degradation and overgrazing, which were already mentioned in the original manuscript (line 55). However, in light of the 2nd reviewer's comments, it appears that these limitations had not been sufficiently emphasized. We have therefore added a paragraph addressing the main limitations of grazing. 
Furthermore, these limitations depend heavily on the grazing management practices employed, as noted in the original manuscript (lines 54–55). Indeed, it is difficult to compare different pasture-based livestock systems without considering the specific context, particularly management practices. We have therefore also included the issue of management in the same paragraph discussing the limitations of grazing; this factor is essential both for mitigating the constraints associated with grazing and for optimizing its benefits.
The novelty of the dataset should be better articulated. The manuscript states that the dataset was previously used for a 2014 meta-analysis. However, it is unclear whether the present dataset is identical to the original one. How the current version differs from the previous database.
The same PDF files were used to create the database in 2014 and 2026, but the 2026 version was improved with more precise coding to facilitate its reuse by others. For example, columns 26 and 27 (already mentioned above) were added to the original 2014 database to specify the types of concentrate, rich in ‘Energy’ or ‘Nitrogen’. Similarly, columns 28 and 29 were added, specifying the addition of supplements and their type. Another example concerns the geodetic data of the different experimental sites, which were detailed to represent the distribution of studies on the map in Figure 1, and may be combined with other cartographic sources.
.Ambiguity in Experimental Independence
The manuscript indicates that several publications may report the same experimental trial and that one treatment row may combine information from multiple papers. This introduces an important risk of pseudo-replication and non-independence in future meta-analyses. The authors should clearly explain:
· How repeated datasets were tracked. 
This decision was made based on the authors' indications, who cited in the initially identified reference a 2nd reference, published the same year, presenting complementary results from the same experiment. These are generally two references published by the same authors in the same year and in the same journal. Below are two examples of work published in two articles, the same year and in the same journal; there are actually nine such cases. And if you deem it necessary, we could provide further details in the manuscript.

Example 1: R.J. Borton, S.C. Loerch, K.E. McClure, D.M. Wulf. Characteristics of lambs fed concentrates or grazed on ryegrass to traditional or heavy slaughter weights. II. Wholesale cuts and tissue accretion. Journal of Animal Science 83, (2005a) 1345-1352. 
R.J. Borton, S.C. Loerch, K.E. McClure, D.M. Wulf. Comparison of characteristics of lambs fed concentrate or grazed on ryegrass to traditional or heavy slaughter weights. I. Production, carcass, and organoleptic characteristics. Journal of Animal Science 83, (2005b) 679-685.

Example 2: S. Carrasco, G. Ripoll, A. Sanz, J. Alvarez-Rodríguez, B. Panea, R. Revilla, M. Joy. Effect of feeding system on growth and carcass characteristics of Churra Tensina light lambs. Livestock Science 121, (2009a) 56-63. 
S. Carrasco, G. Ripoll, B. Panea, J. Alvarez-Rodríguez, M. Joy. Carcass tissue composition in light lambs: Influence of feeding system and prediction equations. Livestock Science 126, (2009b) 112-121.




· Whether a unique experiment identifier exists. 
There is indeed a unique identifier for the same experiment, specified in column 4 entitled ‘‘Experimentation id’’
· How users can distinguish independent experiments from multiple reports of the same experiment. 
We are not sure we understand the question… Only data from the same experiment are shown on the same line… therefore these are not independent experiments, but the same experimentation whose results were published in two texts, the same year and in the same journal (as specified above)..
Methodological Reproducibility Needs Improvement
The search strategy is not fully reproducible. The manuscript should specify:
· Exact search strings used in Web of Science and CABI.
· Date of littérature search. 
· Inclusion/exclusion workflow (preferably PRISMA-like diagram).
· Language restrictions.
· Whether grey literature was included.
The search strategy was described previously in the meta-analysis published in 2014, so it did not seem necessary to elaborate on it here, especially since this 2014 reference is clearly cited. Regarding the PRISMA-type diagram, we even provided the meta-design in Figure 1. Nevertheless, if you confirm the importance of including such a diagram for the database presentation, we will do so in the next round of review.
 ‘Grey literature’ refers for us, to all printed or digital documents that are not subject to the controls of commercial publishing; it is also characterized by its limited distribution, its often provisional or unfinished nature, and the difficulty of accessing it through traditional publication channels.  Therefore, we were not in a position to consider the analysis of this literature.
 Inconsistent Numerical Formatting
Decimals are inconsistently reported using commas and periods Examples:
· “496,0”
· “55,2”
· “329.2”
Thank you for your comments; we will correct these inconsistencies via Data Gouv.
Discussion 
The manuscript mainly highlights the strengths of grazing systems but insufficiently discusses possible biases in the literature itself
Several important variables are absent or poorly represented in the dataset, including:
· Methane emissions.
· Feed efficiency.
· Animal welfare indicators.
· Health parameters.
· Reproductive performance.
· Detailed pasture composition.
· Economic profitability.
That's correct; we didn't address the issue of potential biases in the literature itself, and we regret that.

Based on our experience with pasture experiments, we know that measuring numerous variables in a single experiment is extremely laborious, if not impossible, especially when comparing two different livestock environments, including pasture; methodological limitations are indeed significant in outdoor settings. Comparing these two environments using just a few measurable variables in both context is already very ambitious, and this is precisely what, in our opinion, gives this dataset its value.

The publication of this dataset nevertheless offers the opportunity to estimate some of the variables you mentioned above, using predictive models available in the literature (for efficiency, methane production, etc.). This is what we plan to do in collaboration with colleagues in economics and environmental science.

The manuscript does not compare PASTorIN with other livestock or grazing-related databases.
The discussion should clarify:
· What distinguishes this dataset.
· Whether similar datasets already exist.
To our knowledge, and through the means and databases available to us, there are no similar datasets relating to animal production.
· Advantages and limitations relative to existing resources. 
We are not entirely clear on this; are we discussing the advantages and limitations of this database compared to bibliographic resources, or to other databases?
Should these points be added to the "User Notes" section of the template?

Submission Date
30 April 2026 
Date of this review
18 May 2026 07:10:37 


Reviewer 3_ Report Form 
Open Review
(x) I would not like to sign my review report 
( ) I would like to sign my review report 
Quality of English Language
( ) The English could be improved to more clearly express the research. 
(x) The English is fine and does not require any improvement. 
	



	
	Yes
	Can be improved
	Must be improved
	Not applicable

	Does the introduction provide sufficient background and include all relevant references?
	( )
	( )
	(x)
	( )

	Is the research design appropriate?
	(x)
	( )
	( )
	( )

	Are the methods adequately described?
	(x)
	( )
	( )
	( )

	Are the results clearly presented?
	( )
	(x)
	( )
	( )

	Are the conclusions supported by the results?
	( )
	( )
	( )
	(x)

	Are all figures and tables clear and well-presented?
	(x)
	( )
	( )
	( )


Comments and Suggestions for Authors
This study attempts to explain the “Comparison of the performance of pasture-fed and indoor-fed ruminants: a literature dataset on weight gain and carcass characteristics”.
Abstract
Although the abstract is informative, it does not explain how the search was conducted or how the statistical analysis was performed. Which were the search points that the authors considered relevant for the manuscript?
The instructions for the abstract state that only one paragraph of no more than 200 words should be provided, including: 1) Background, 2) Methods: "briefly describe the main methods or treatments applied," 3) Results, and 4) Conclusions. 
Therefore, limited by the character count, we have highlighted the points that seemed most apelling knowing that the introduction provide additional information. However, based on your feedback on this point, we can improve the abstract.
Introduction
The Introduction needs to be edited; the benefits of the pasture-based systems can be reduced, 
In response to the 3rd reviewer's comments, we have indeed reduced the introduction—specifically the original second, third, and fourth paragraphs (lines 47–75)—by approximately 60% and have incorporated a new paragraph addressing both the limitations of grazing (as suggested by the second reviewer) and the importance of management in leveraging benefits while mitigating constraints (see our response to the second reviewer regarding the introduction above, Page 2).
…and the focus should be on the comparison and possible issues between the systems. No negative impact from the intensive systems is described. Another consideration is that as the global population increases, grazing sites are decreasing.
As previously stated in response to the 2nd reviewer's comments, we based our introduction on literature reviews concerning animal production. We did not find substantial evidence justifying a focus on comparing the two systems or the potential issues associated with them. While some of the 94 publications analyzed did address comparative issues between the two systems, this was limited to specific contexts within individual studies. Consequently, we did not consider it appropriate to discuss comparisons between the two systems in the introduction, as such points lacked robust support or generalizability. 
And precisely PASTORIN can serve as a starting point for comparing the two systems and examining potential issues at various levels. However, we consider it premature to address this system-level comparison in the introduction to this data paper.


Furthermore, global population growth is leading to a decrease in grazing land.
According to recent studies consulted for the manuscript's introduction, it appears that pastures remain predominant, even though, like you, we believe they are being abandoned in favor of intensive systems, primarily for productivity reasons… (as this idea is generally accepted without considering the supplementation with concentrates, mainly carried out indoors, which prompted the 2014 comparative meta-analysis). Indeed, we agree with you that global population growth is leading to a decrease in pastureland. Faced with this reality, we must provide data to support public policy (in order to initiate a shift in pastureland use), highlighting the advantages of pasture for food security (having demonstrated as early as 2014 that equivalent productivity can be achieved with indoor livestock farming), as well as other benefits (detailed in the introduction), provided that appropriate management practices are implemented.

· L47-48. Does this apply to all species?
If you mention methane emissions, cattle contribute more than small ruminants. And in proper pasture management, choosing ruminant species in relation to the grazing resource is one of the levers to be promoted.
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