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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.


	This manuscript holds significance for the scientific community as it provides empirical evidence on the effectiveness of Cluster Frontline Demonstrations (CFLDs) in enhancing mustard productivity and profitability in semi-arid regions. By bridging the gap between research-based recommendations and traditional farmer practices, the study offers practical insights into technology transfer and adoption in real-world agricultural settings. The results underscore the potential of improved agronomic practices to boost yields and farmer incomes, thereby contributing to food and oilseed security. Moreover, the findings serve as a model for scaling similar extension interventions in other agroecological zones
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	"Cluster frontline demonstration: A sustainable approach for production and productivity enhancement of mustard in semi-arid ecology of Rajasthan"

is too long, somewhat repetitive, and can be made more precise and impactful. Phrases like "production and productivity enhancement" are redundant, and "semi-arid ecology" could be better phrased.

  Impact of Cluster Frontline Demonstrations on Mustard Yield and Economics in Semi-Arid Rajasthan"

  "Enhancing Mustard Productivity Through Cluster Frontline Demonstrations in the Semi-Arid Region of Rajasthan"


	

	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 is informative but lacks clarity and structure. It includes excessive numerical data and does not end with a clear conclusion. To improve it, streamline the background, briefly describe the methods, highlight only key results, and add a concluding sentence on the significance of the findings. This will make the abstract more concise, readable, and impactful. 
Structure the abstract logically into four parts:

· Background: One to two lines on the problem and need for CFLDs.

· Methods: Mention of where, how many demonstrations, what comparison was made.

· Results: Yield increase, economic benefit, and gap analysis in summarized form.

· Conclusion/Significance: One sentence on the implication or recommendation.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct in principle, but it requires improvements in methodological transparency, analytical rigor, and critical discussion to meet the standards of a high-quality research paper.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate but could be improved by:

· Reducing redundancy,

· Incorporating broader regional or international studies,

· Including more recent peer-reviewed research from the last 3–5 years in relevant journals.


	

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


	No, the current language and English quality of the article are not suitable for scholarly communication in its present form. The manuscript contains numerous issues related to grammar, sentence structure, punctuation, verb tense, and word choice, which affect clarity and readability.
Recommendation:

1. A comprehensive language editing and proofreading by a native English speaker or professional editor is strongly recommended.

2. Aim to use scientific, precise, and concise language consistent with journal standards.

3. Avoid promotional tone and focus on objective, evidence-based reporting.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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