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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	This paper deals with the problem of using machinery in farming, especially small and marginal farmers who constitute the largest part of the Indian farming community. The creation and the assessment of the power tiller-driven strip-till multi-crop planter offer the ground to decrease the use of paddy cultivation while increasing the productivity of the paddy field. The results may significantly impact decision-makers, researchers, and field workers involved in the implementation of the eco-friendly machine-based farming model for small-scale farmers. Besides, this research can be considered as a step forward in the field of conservation agriculture by differentiating between the three systems of conventional tillage, strip tillage, and zero tillage.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the heading goes well with the study and also embodies the range of the investigation. Nevertheless, it could be extended a bit to show the intent more clearly:
Alternative Title: “Development and Evaluation of a Power Tiller Operated Strip-Till Multi-Crop Planter for Small-Scale Paddy Farmers.”
	

	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 summarizes the aims, methods, findings, and implications, nevertheless, it's quite long and somewhat over detailed with the achievements described. The main points of the work could be better outlined by briefly mentioning:

- The unique aspect of the creation of the machine.

- Comparative results between CT, ST, and ZT that are not only clear but also statistically significant.

- Potential benefits of the research for smallholder farmers.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The methodology is thoroughly explained, covering the details of the machine development, the experimental setup, and the performance evaluation. The findings align with the methods and are corroborated by the presented figures and tables. Nevertheless, some segments (such as Results & Discussion) might gain from further statistical analysis and relating the results to the general mechanization research.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are decent in terms of recency (2017-2025) and quantity. Nevertheless, more worldwide references related to smallholder mechanization and conservation agriculture might have been useful to give the article a more global background. For example:

· FAO publications regarding mechanization and smallholder farming.

· Scientific journals articles dealing with energy efficiency and economic aspects of conservation tillage.


	

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


	Yes, but it is suggested that somewhat small grammatical changes and sentence restructuring be done. The section (especially Results) seems to be very numerically oriented, and it might have been easier for readers if these figures had been presented in a more concise way.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The figures and tables presented in the paper are relevant to the work but the captions need to be more clear (such as specifying the significance levels, units and experimental conditions).

· The paper would be enriched if the authors could clarify the implications for policy and extension in the adoption of smallholder technologies by emphasizing these aspects in their conclusions.

· The paper is of good quality in terms of the technical content but with some changes in language, formatting and reduction in length of some sections it could become even better.
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