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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.


	The article presents valuable work on optimizing a fluted-roller metering unit for zero-till mustard sowing, but the manuscript would benefit from improved clarity and organization.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Title is okay. 
	

	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 too descriptive (reads like a summary, not a scientific abstract) -

· No clear statement of the problem or knowledge gap

· Optimization purpose is not stated at the start

· Methods are listed but not logically linked.

· Results are mentioned without highlighting significance.

· Conclusion is generic and does not emphasize impact.


	

	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.
	yes
	

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


	yes
	

	Optional/General comments


	The introduction contains repeated ideas and needs a sharper scientific rationale, including clearer articulation of the knowledge gap and more consistent use of recent mechanization data. The methods are generally sound but require clearer descriptions of the sticky belt setup, soil conditions, and variable definitions, along with more structured presentation of the experimental design.

The results section would be stronger with smoother integration of tables and figures and more explanation of the mechanical reasons behind the observed trends. The discussion mostly restates findings and should include deeper interpretation, comparison with previous studies, and acknowledgment of limitations. Field performance data are limited; adding information on plant emergence, population, and operational issues would significantly enhance the practical relevance of the work.

Overall, the conclusion can be made more impactful by emphasizing benefits to small and marginal farmers, adaptability for other crops, and the contribution of the Taguchi approach to small-farm mechanization. Minor issues—such as inconsistent units, spacing, formatting, and grammar—should also be corrected to enhance professionalism and readability.

The Discussion currently:

Repeats results instead of interpreting them

Does not explain the mechanical or agronomic reasons behind the trends

Lacks comparison with previous studies

Does not highlight limitations or scope for further work

Does not connect your findings to the broader mechanization needs of NEH/smallholder agriculture

Because of this, the manuscript feels descriptive rather than analytical, which is a key reason good journals often reject papers.

What a strong Discussion should include -

Why hopper fill level had the strongest effect

Why forward speed influenced miss/multi index

How your findings compare with existing planter/mechanization studies

What the optimization means for small-holder farmers

What limitations exist (soil, sticky belt calibration, plot size, machine constraints)

How the design can be adapted for other crops/regions
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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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