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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 text sheds light on post-harvest losses and major issues faced by Indian rapeseed and mustard producers and processors, particularly in Rajasthan.   This research quantifies physical and financial losses during production, harvesting, storage, and processing, highlighting an average loss of 4.73% of total output and its cost consequences.   The analysis also highlights insect infestations, animal damage, severe weather, and market concerns as important factors that impact agricultural yield and value chain efficiency.   Scientists should note that combined interventions, policy support, and technology advancements may reduce losses, make oilseed production more sustainable, and enhance farmer and processor livelihoods.   This research helps stakeholders improve post-harvest management and oilseed sector resilience.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	· The current title, "Assessment of Post-Harvest Losses and Major Constraints faced by Rapeseed and Mustard Growers and Processors," is suitable as it clearly reflects the core focus of the study on both post-harvest losses and the challenges encountered by growers and processors of rapeseed and mustard
	

	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 mostly complete because it clearly states the study's geographic focus (Rajasthan, India), main topic (post-harvest losses and constraints in rapeseed and mustard), quantitative findings (average losses in kg/ha and monetary terms), and major constraints that farmers and processors face in production, marketing, and processing.

· Adding a concise statement on the study’s methodology or sample size would strengthen the abstract by conveying the robustness of the research
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	· The manuscript is scientifically sound, employing appropriate methodology with robust data collection and analysis. It quantitatively assesses post-harvest losses and identifies key constraints affecting rapeseed and mustard growers and processors, with findings well supported by data and consistent with similar studies. The interpretation of results is clear and relevant, emphasizing critical loss stages and challenges. Overall, it provides valuable insights for improving post-harvest management and value chain efficiency in these oilseed crops.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	· The references in the manuscript are adequate and encompass pertinent previous research on post-harvest losses and limitations in oilseed crops, specifically rapeseed and mustard. There are both old and new works, with citations up to about 2022, which shows how research in this area is currently going. Key references include estimates of losses in numbers, problems on the farm level, and other issues related to the value chain.

· To improve, adding a few more recent studies (2023–2025) on advancements in post-harvest technology, the effects of mechanisation, or new ways to control pests in oilseeds could make the literature more relevant and show that you are up to date on the latest developments.


	

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


	· The article's language and English are good enough for academic communication. The manuscript employs clear, formal, and precise language suitable for a scientific audience. The technical terms are used correctly, and the writing stays clear and easy to read throughout, which helps to present complex research findings and discussions in a clear way. A few small changes to grammar and style could make the writing flow better, but they aren't necessary for understanding or professionalism. The language is generally up to par with what is expected in academic publishing.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The reference section shows some formatting inconsistencies and should be carefully checked and aligned with the specific journal's guidelines before submission.
2. The manuscript should maintain uniformity in representing percentages by consistently using either the symbol "%" or the word "per cent" throughout the text, following the journal's preferred style guide.
3. The term "post-harvest" should be consistently written as "post-harvest" throughout the manuscript
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

K. Prakash, SRM Institute of Science and Technology, India

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

