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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 provides a clear and field-validated assessment of Cluster Frontline Demonstrations (CFLDs) as an effective extension approach for enhancing sesame productivity and profitability under rainfed conditions. By systematically documenting yield gains of up to 26.54% and significant improvements in net returns, it offers strong empirical evidence for bridging the persistent yield gap in sesame cultivation. The study is particularly valuable for the scientific community as it integrates agronomic performance with economic evaluation, thereby strengthening the practical relevance of research findings for real-world farming systems.

In addition, the work contributes to extension science by quantifying critical indicators such as extension gap, technology gap, and incremental benefit-cost ratio, which are essential for evaluating technology adoption and impact. The consistently high IBCR values further reinforce the economic feasibility and scalability of improved production technologies for small and marginal farmers. Moreover, the multi-year dataset enhances the reliability of the findings and supports evidence-based policy and extension planning.

Importantly, this study advances the understanding of how integrated crop management practices, when demonstrated under farmers’ conditions, can accelerate technology diffusion and improve livelihoods. It also provides a replicable model for other oilseed crops and similar agro-ecological regions. Therefore, the manuscript holds significant importance for researchers, extension professionals, and policymakers working toward sustainable agricultural intensification and improved oilseed productivity.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Satisfactory
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Good
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Excellent
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The title is suitable. It is clear, specific, and accurately reflects the key elements of the study, including the focus on Cluster Frontline Demonstrations, sesame crop productivity, profitability, and the geographical context of Akola District, Maharashtra.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. The abstract is comprehensive. It clearly presents the objectives, methodology, key findings, and practical implications of the study, offering a concise yet complete overview of the research.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound in its basic design, data presentation, and interpretation. The study uses a clear field-based demonstration approach over multiple years, compares improved practices with farmers’ practices, and applies relevant indicators such as yield advantage, extension gap, net returns, and incremental benefit-cost ratio. The results are presented consistently, and the conclusions are generally supported by the reported data. That said, the manuscript would be stronger scientifically if a few points were improved. It should state the research objectives more explicitly, discuss limitations explicitly, and provide slightly deeper statistical detail to strengthen the analysis's rigor. The literature support could be further updated, and a few language and formatting issues may need refinement. While the manuscript is scientifically sound, it would benefit from minor revisions to improve clarity, rigor, and presentation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The references are relevant to the topic, but they are not sufficiently recent or comprehensive for a stronger scientific paper. Most of the cited studies are older, with several key references coming from 2004, 2009, 2010, and 2014, while only a very limited number are from 2024 and 2025. This creates a gap in showing how the present study connects with more current research on sesame production, extension methods, and frontline demonstrations. The reference list is also relatively small, limiting the breadth of scholarly support for the discussion and interpretation of the findings. To improve the manuscript, it would be better to include more recent journal articles from the last 5 to 10 years, especially on sesame productivity, technology adoption, yield gap analysis, and economic evaluation of extension interventions.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No. The manuscript describes field demonstrations of sesame production technologies on farmers’ fields and focuses on agronomic and economic evaluation. There is no indication of human or animal experimentation, sensitive personal data, or invasive procedures that would normally raise major ethical concerns. At most, the paper could briefly mention farmer participation and consent for demonstration trials to strengthen transparency, but no clear ethical issue is evident from the manuscript.
	


















PART 3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	


The manuscript presents a well-structured, practically relevant study of the impact of Cluster Frontline Demonstrations (CFLDs) on sesame productivity and profitability under rainfed conditions. The multi-year field data and integration of agronomic and economic analysis add significant value, and the findings clearly demonstrate the effectiveness of improved varieties and scientific crop management practices. However, a few minor revisions are recommended to further strengthen the manuscript. The literature review should be updated with more recent studies to improve scientific depth and contextual relevance. The discussion section can be expanded to provide deeper critical comparison with existing research. Additionally, the manuscript would benefit from a clear statement of study limitations and minor improvements in language and formatting for better clarity. With these revisions, the manuscript will make a meaningful contribution to the field of agricultural extension and oilseed crop research.


You are hereby suggested to include following recent references to improve the quality of the manuscript.

Singh, T., Renjith, P., Singh, S., Anand, K., Nand, B., Rai, K. N., & Rai, T. N. (2024). Impact of Cluster Front Line Demonstration on Yield and Economics of Kharif Sesame in Semi-arid Regions of Gujarat. Journal of Experimental Agriculture International, 46(12), 866–871. https://doi.org/10.9734/jeai/2024/v46i123195
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