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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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 study underscores India’s leading role in global lac production, with over a 50% share, highlighting its importance for rural livelihoods and foreign exchange earnings. It serves as a key resource for policymakers and development practitioners focused on forest-based livelihoods and bioeconomy diversification, offering insights to enhance production, resource use, and market expansion.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is appropriate, though it could be enhanced by revising it to “"Lac Cultivation in India: Profitability, Risks, and Policy Interventions for Forest-Based Economies"
	

	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, but it can be improve to

· Starts with a broad description of lac 
· Clarified the profitability-volatility paradox

· Including Key words


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript demonstrates scientific validity through a robust methodology, empirical data, and credible references. However, it would benefit from incorporating updated datasets (post-2017), providing a clearer causal analysis of farmer disengagement, and explicitly defining key terms such as "instability." Additionally, minor improvements such as greater transparency regarding sample sizes and the inclusion of significance testing for agronomic interventionswould enhance its rigor and suitability for peer-reviewed publication
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references cited are pertinent but require updating to incorporate recent studies post-2020 on climate resilience, such as drought-tolerant lac host plants, global market dynamics (e.g., FAO 2023), and India's non-wood forest product policy frameworks. It is recommended to include socio-economic datasets addressing gender roles, farmer producer organizations (FPOs), and comparative analyses across NWFP sectors to strengthen contextual relevance.
	

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


	The article's language is academically appropriate but would benefit from increased conciseness and precision by eliminating redundancy (e.g., "sharp price volatility" to "price volatility"), converting passive voice to active (e.g., "is examined" to "analyzes"), and simplifying complex expressions (e.g., "farmers suffer financial losses due to theft" to "theft reduces farmer incomes"). Utilizing tools like Grammarly (academic mode) can aid in refining the prose. Minor revisions to the abstract and results sections (e.g., replacing "This study examines..." for "The complex terrain...is examined") will improve clarity without compromising rigor. Prioritize tightening syntax in the most verbose or repetitive sections, such as methodology and market constraints, for immediate enhancement.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript exhibits substantial scientific rigor, with its central research being methodologically sound and analytically robust. Nonetheless, the study would be markedly enhanced by incorporating updated empirical data sources and applying rigorous linguistic refinements in select sections to improve precision, coherence, and scholarly clarity.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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