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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 study is crucial for improving farm profitability and resource use efficiency.
This study helps identify more sustainable and profitable cropping patterns.

It promotes crop diversification and alternative systems supports long-term soil health.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes 
	

	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.


	1. The abstract is comprehensive but lacks structural flow. It needs to be split into sections for ease of reading.
2. While the treatments and experimental design are described, the explanation is cluttered with treatment codes (T1, T2, etc.) and crop names.
3. Statement of the treatment’s statistical significance is required.
4. The use of the rupee symbol (`) is inconsistent and non-standard.
5. The use of T1, T2, etc. is not explained in the abstract.
	

	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.
	More references are required.
	

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


	Yes, but it contains some repetitive ambiguous sentences; hence, it will require the use of grammar correction tools.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The abstract is lengthy and with details, making it difficult to quickly grasp the main findings. Abstracts should be concise and focused on the most important results and implications.
2. Use clear sections (Objective, Methods, Results, Conclusion).
3. The introduction references a few studies but does not adequately situate the research within the broader literature on crop diversification or alternative cropping systems. There is little discussion of what previous research has found or what gaps remain.

4. The use of area and production statistics is helpful, but the units are inconsistently formatted (e.g., "mha," "tha-1," "lakh ha," "mt"). Standardize units (e.g., "million hectares (Mha)," "tonnes per hectare (t/ha)," "million tonnes (Mt)").

5. The materials and method section is presented as a single block of text. Dividing it into clear sub-sections (e.g., Experimental Site, Experimental Design, Treatments, Agronomic Practices, Data Collection, Economic Analysis) would improve readability and organization. The section does not specify: The size of each plot, the total experimental area, and the method of randomization.

6. Listing all 11 treatments in the materials and method is informative, but the use of codes (T1, T2, etc.) without a summary table or concise explanation can be confusing. 
7. There is no information on how yield data were collected, sample sizes, or how by-products were measured.

8. There is no mention of the statistical methods used to analyze the data. Details on the statistical software, significance levels, and post-hoc tests (if any) are essential for evaluating the validity of the results.
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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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