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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community, particularly in the fields of agricultural economics and rural development. 
It provides a detailed analysis of the constraints faced by non-contract farmers in marigold and sunflower farming, offering valuable insights into the challenges that hinder agricultural productivity in developing countries. By employing rigorous statistical methods like the Friedman test, the study not only identifies critical financial, organizational, technological, and resource constraints but also ranks them based on severity, thereby contributing to a deeper understanding of farmer experiences.
Moreover, the manuscript emphasizes the role of contract farming as a potential solution to enhance agricultural practices and improve livelihoods. The suggestions gathered from farmers for overcoming these constraints can inform policymakers and stakeholders about effective interventions needed to support non-contract farmers. This research enriches the existing literature on agricultural practices in India and serves as a foundation for future studies aimed at improving the sustainability of farming systems in similar socio-economic contexts.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)
	Yes
	

	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 of the manuscript provides a general overview of the study, including the context of agriculture in India, the methodology employed, and a summary of the key findings. However, it could be improved for clarity and comprehensiveness. Here are some suggestions for enhancement:

1. Clarify Objectives: The abstract should explicitly state the primary objectives of the study at the beginning. 
2. Detail Methodology: While the abstract mentions the use of the Friedman test, it would benefit from a brief explanation of how the sample was selected and what specific data collection methods were used. This addition would provide readers with a clearer understanding of the research design.

3. Summarize Key Findings: The findings should be presented more systematically. Instead of listing constraints in a narrative form, consider using bullet points or separating them into categories (e.g., financial, organizational) to enhance readability.

4. Highlight Implications: The conclusion of the abstract should emphasize the implications of the findings for policymakers and practitioners in agriculture. This would underscore the relevance of the study to real-world applications.

5. Keywords: Ensure that keywords are relevant and comprehensive enough to capture the essence of the study. Adding terms like "non-contract farming," "constraints analysis," and "agricultural policy" might improve searchability.

By incorporating these suggestions, the abstract can become a more effective summary that clearly communicates the study's significance, methodology, findings, and implications to readers in the scientific community.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes
	

	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 a mix of recent and older sources, with some being quite relevant to the study's context. However, the overall sufficiency and recency of the references could be improved. 
	

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


	The language and overall English quality require improvement for scholarly communication.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No
	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	No
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
	
	


	PART  3: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:



	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”
I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer.
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	Guideline
	MARKS of this  manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 

( Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 

Accept As It Is: (>9-10)

Minor Revision: (>8-9)

Major Revision: (>7-8)

Serious Major revision: (>5-7)

Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)

Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	6 (As this manuscript needs major revisions to address language quality, clarity and update references)
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