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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.


	The manuscript, "Socio-Economic and Impact Assessment of Edible Oilseed Crops (Soybean and Groundnut) in Sagar District of Madhya Pradesh," offers valuable insights into the socio-economic factors influencing soybean and groundnut cultivation in India. It examines how factors like family size, gender, education, and land tenure impact farming decisions and economic outcomes across different farm sizes. The study highlights the challenges faced by smaller farmers and the importance of non-farm income for economic stability. The findings underscore the need for targeted policies to support marginal farmers and improve agricultural sustainability and productivity in the region.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title of the article is clear and informative but could be made more concise while retaining its core meaning.

Here is a suggested alternative title: "Socio-Economic Analysis of Soybean and Groundnut Cultivation in Sagar District, Madhya Pradesh"


	

	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 generally comprehensive, as it succinctly covers the key elements of the study, including the objective, methodology, findings, and implications for policy. However, there are a few areas where it could be improved for clarity and conciseness. 

Suggestions for Improvement:

1. Conciseness in Methodology: While the methodology section provides important details, it could be more concise. For instance, the mention of specific sampling techniques and the number of farmers (300) could be briefly summarized to avoid excessive detail.

2. Highlight the Key Findings: The abstract could more clearly emphasize the most significant findings in terms of their impact on policy or practice. For example, it could emphasize the role of non-farm income as a major contributor to farmer livelihoods or mention that larger farmers tend to benefit more from advanced agricultural resources.

3. Policy Implications: The abstract could more explicitly state the policy recommendations that arise from the findings. For instance, it could mention that the study suggests targeted interventions to support marginalized farmers or improve agricultural practices for oilseed crops.

4. Avoid Redundancy: Some phrases like "socio-economic dynamics" and "socio-economic factors" are repeated. These could be merged or streamlined for a smoother read.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, with well-justified methods and sound conclusions drawn from the data. To enhance scientific rigor, the manuscript could benefit from additional details on the methodology, the discussion of limitations, and clearer distinctions between correlation and causality.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	While the references provided in the manuscript are relevant, the manuscript would benefit from:

· A broader range of studies, including those from the last 5 years.

· Citing more recent global and regional studies related to non-farm income, agricultural sustainability, and the socio-economic impacts of oilseed cultivation.

· Including additional policy-related references to support the recommendations made in the conclusion.


	

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


	The language and English quality of the article are generally suitable for scholarly communication, but there are areas that could be improved to enhance clarity, flow, and precision. Below are some observations and suggestions:
A few grammatical errors and awkward phrasing occur throughout the manuscript. For example: "The data was collected from 300 randomly selected farmers across 10 villages in two blocks (Khurai and Khimlasa), with a multistage sampling technique used to ensure a diverse representation."
To ensure subject-verb agreement ("data were" instead of "data was"), and avoid redundancy in phrasing (e.g., "used to ensure diverse representation" can be shortened to "to ensure diverse representation").


	

	Optional/General comments


	
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)


	


Reviewer details:

Lalengkima, Mizoram University, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

