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	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 paper is timely and relevant in addressing a significant challenge on the dynamics of millet farming in Telangana, India. Since millets are gaining more and more importance in terms of nutritional security, climate resilience and sustainable farming in the drylands, this paper offers a rich empirical data on growth patterns, instability and structural changes. It is based on the strong time-series techniques, including CAGR, CuddyDella Valle Index and the BaiPerron structural break test, which makes its analysis stronger. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
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	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.


	The abstract is clear enough to summarize the aims, methods, findings, and conclusions of the study. It is brief, properly organized and informative.

Include one sentence on data period (2008–09 to 2023–24) and mention that “the Bai–Perron test identified significant breaks in 2013–14 and 2018–19.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The method is scientifically valid and rigorous. The choice of the methods of analysis CAGR to determine the growth, Coefficient of Variation to determine instability, Bai-Perron test to determine the structural breaks is suitable and justified. Results interpretation is logical, coherent, and with relevant literature to support it. The discussion is good in linking empirical evidence to general policy implications. Nevertheless, some small enhancement might have been achieved by clearly stating standard errors or confidence intervals of the growth estimates to measure reliability, and by addressing somewhat more comprehensively how the structural break results were statistically validated.
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	The references are sufficient, relevant, and up to date.
	

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


	The paper is in understandable and fluent scholarly English and has logical structure of paragraphs and exact terms. Proofreading can fix minor grammatical mistakes and format errors (e.g. spacing before parentheses, capitalization of Millets). All in all, the quality of the language used is appropriate to be published in a scholarly paper.
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