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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 crop diversification as a central strategy for achieving sustainable agriculture under conditions of climate change, environmental degradation, and socio-economic vulnerability. By synthesizing agronomic, ecological, and economic dimensions, the paper provides a comprehensive overview of diversification approaches and their relevance for smallholder-dominated agricultural systems, particularly in India. The work contributes to the ongoing discourse on agroecological transitions by consolidating evidence on resilience, productivity, income stability, and nutritional security. As such, it is relevant to researchers, policymakers, and development practitioners concerned with sustainable food systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is appropriate and clearly reflects the scope and thematic focus of the manuscript. It succinctly captures the central argument and aligns well with the content presented.
	

	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 generally comprehensive and well structured, covering the background, rationale, key approaches, and challenges related to crop diversification. However, it could be further strengthened by briefly clarifying the nature of the manuscript (review/synthesis) and by highlighting more explicitly the main contribution of the paper beyond summarizing existing knowledge. A short concluding sentence emphasizing policy and research implications would also enhance clarity.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and is supported by an extensive and relevant body of literature. Concepts such as horizontal and vertical diversification, determinants, constraints, and future thrusts are correctly defined and contextualized. The arguments are coherent and consistent with current scientific understanding. Minor improvements could be made by reducing repetition in some sections and by strengthening the logical flow between conceptual discussion and the India-specific context.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Yes, the references are generally sufficient, relevant, and include both classical and recent studies. The manuscript draws on well-established literature as well as recent reviews and policy-oriented sources. Nevertheless, the authors may consider adding more very recent (last 3–4 years) empirical or modeling studies on crop diversification under climate change to further strengthen the manuscript’s timeliness.
	

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


	The language is generally clear and understandable, and the manuscript is suitable for scholarly communication. However, minor grammatical errors, repetitions, and stylistic inconsistencies are present. A careful language editing and proofreading would improve readability and overall presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	  Some figures and conceptual diagrams could benefit from improved clarity and reduced redundancy.

  The manuscript would be strengthened by a brief section explicitly stating research gaps and future research directions, beyond the “future thrusts” already discussed.

  Streamlining overlapping sections (e.g., determinants, constraints, and challenges) could improve conciseness without loss of content.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issues are identified. The manuscript is a review-type contribution based on previously published literature.
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