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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 addresses a critical gap in understanding the magnitude and causes of post-harvest losses in rapeseed and mustard, which are key oilseed crops in India. By quantifying losses across different farm sizes and identifying constraints from both farmers and processors, the study provides practical insights for improving efficiency in the oilseed value chain. The findings have policy relevance, offering a foundation for designing targeted interventions to reduce waste and enhance profitability. Such evidence-based assessments contribute meaningfully to agricultural economics and post-harvest management research, particularly in developing countries.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title accurately reflects the study’s objectives and scope. However, it can be slightly refined for conciseness and academic appeal.
Suggested alternative: Assessment of Post-Harvest Losses and Key Constraints in Rapeseed and Mustard Production and Processing in 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 comprehensive and clearly outlines the purpose, methods, key findings, and implications. It presents quantitative results effectively and highlights the main challenges. However, it could benefit from slight reorganization for better flow:

· Start with the context and significance of rapeseed mustard in India.

· Clearly state the study location and methodology before results.

· Conclude with stronger implications for policy or future research.

For example, a brief statement emphasizing how the findings can guide interventions or improve post-harvest efficiency would strengthen the conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with a clear methodological framework and relevant statistical tools such as Garrett’s ranking technique. The data are logically presented, and interpretations are consistent with results. Nonetheless, some sections (especially Results and Discussion) could be condensed by integrating tables and avoiding repetition of similar observations. Clarifying the sampling design and the statistical validity of comparisons between farm sizes would further strengthen the rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and include both classical and recent studies (up to 2023). However, most citations are Indian sources, which is appropriate given the context, but inclusion of a few international studies on oilseed post-harvest losses (for example, FAO reports or recent papers on African or Southeast Asian oilseed systems) would provide a broader comparative perspective. 
	

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


	The manuscript’s English is understandable and generally suitable for scholarly communication. However, editing is recommended to improve sentence flow, remove redundancy, and correct minor grammatical errors (e.g., plural forms, tense consistency, and punctuation). The tone is academic, but some long sentences could be shortened for clarity. A careful language edit would make the paper more fluid and publication-ready.
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