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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	It is a noble approach to the agricultural systems, examining the growth and patterns of Cumin production and its economic impact on the farmers of the region. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The manuscript title may be revised as: Economic and Growth Analysis of Cumin Production in Barmer District, 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 fails to effectively convey the nature and significance of the study. Therefore, the abstract me be revised as follows (in a sentence manner, not point-wise/sequential)
1. Introduction or importance of the study (two lines)

2. Nature of the study (one line)

3. Study area (one line)

4. Statement of the problem or study (two to three lines)

5. Objectives of the study (two to three lines)

6. Methods (two to three lines)

7. Major findings or results (two to three lines)

8. Discussion on findings and future implications of the study (three to four lines)

Note: Abstract should only contain information about the study area, not other regions or areas. 


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, but requires major changes and revisions 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript lacks references; the authors should increase them to 25-30, particularly from the last ten to fifteen years. Moreover, the referencing format is also incorrect; it needs to be revisited. 
	

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


	The manuscript lacks grammatical correctness. Authors may revisit and revise accordingly.  
	

	Optional/General comments


	The methodological section is not clear; it is difficult to grasp whether the study is purely based on primary or secondary sources of data. Secondly, the methodological section needs to be rearranged. 
The overall manuscript may be revised or rearranged as follows: 

1. Introduction

2. Study area

3. Methods

3.1. Data collection (shall include both primary and secondary)

3.2. Data analysis

4. Results

5. Discussion

6. Conclusions
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Manuscript shall be arranged based on the above-mentioned suggestions/format for better clarity and effectiveness of the study. 
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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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