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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 manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it addresses the critical challenges faced by mustard farmers in adopting climate-smart agricultural practices—a key area in climate-resilient food production. However, the study could yield more  effective findings by employing robust methods and could contribute to the broader discourse on sustainable agriculture and rural livelihoods in climate-vulnerable regions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the current title is suitable. However,  the following title is suggested for improving its clarity, formality and academic tone; 
"Adoption Challenges of Climate-Smart Practices Among Mustard Farmers  in Bundelkhand, Uttar 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 outlines the study’s objective, methodology, key categories of constraints, and major findings. However, it would benefit from a clearer statement on the study's implications or significance for policy or practice. Additionally, the abstract ends abruptly and should include a concluding sentence to summarize the main takeaway. Further, the abstract contains minor grammatical errors, such as the phrase “120 respondents was,” which is incorrect. It should be revised to “were collected” or, more appropriately, “data were collected from 120 respondents” to maintain grammatical accuracy and improve clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates logical coherence and a clear flow of arguments, and the overall language used is acceptable for academic writing. However, there are several areas where improvement is needed. Firstly, there is inconsistency in the terminology used; for instance, the acronym "CSAP" appears in the abstract but is not consistently used throughout the manuscript, where "CSA practices" is instead employed. Additionally, the study lacks a conceptual framework and does not provide clear definitions for key constructs such as economic, socio-personal, and technical constraints. The methodology section is not sufficiently grounded in the literature, and no empirical model has been presented. The use of the independent samples t-test is not well-justified, and the results are presented in a weak and unclear manner. Incorporating reliability analysis and exploratory factor analysis (EFA) could strengthen the robustness of the findings. Furthermore, the questionnaire should be developed based on a thorough review of relevant literature to enhance the study’s validity and theoretical grounding.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited in the manuscript are generally recent and relevant. However, due to the absence of a comprehensive literature review and a clearly defined conceptual framework, the current references are insufficient to support the study's objectives and methodology. A more thorough engagement with existing literature is necessary to justify the research design, define key concepts, and strengthen the overall academic grounding of the study.
	

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


	Yes, the language is generally suitable, however a through review amendments are required to address  for improving clarity and consistency. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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