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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 addresses a highly relevant topic in contemporary agricultural and rural development research by examining the role of fruit cultivation in driving socioeconomic transformation in semi-arid regions of India. Its particular focus on Ahmednagar district contributes valuable regional insight to a field that has been dominated largely by national- and state-level analyses. The review synthesizes evidence on horticultural diversification, market integration, technological adoption, and livelihood outcomes, thereby providing a useful framework for understanding the opportunities and constraints associated with fruit-based agricultural systems. Furthermore, the study identifies important research gaps related to sustainability, gender dimensions, climate resilience, and district-level empirical evidence, which may help guide future research and policy formulation in horticulture-led rural development.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Comment:
The title is generally clear, informative, and accurately reflects the scope and focus of the review. It effectively highlights the central themes of fruit cultivation, socioeconomic transformation, and the specific geographical focus on Ahmednagar district in Maharashtra. However, the title is somewhat lengthy and could be made more concise to improve readability and impact. A shorter title may better capture readers' attention while maintaining the study's thematic emphasis.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Comment:
The abstract provides a clear overview of the study's purpose, scope, key themes, major findings, and identified research gaps. It effectively summarizes the socioeconomic benefits of fruit cultivation and highlights the challenges faced by farmers in semi-arid regions. However, as a review article, the abstract could be strengthened by briefly outlining the review methodology, including the literature selection process and thematic approach used. This would improve transparency and better reflect the study's analytical framework.

	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Comment:
The selected keywords are relevant and closely aligned with the main themes of the manuscript, including fruit cultivation, horticultural diversification, socioeconomic transformation, rural livelihoods, and market integration. They adequately reflect the subject matter and are likely to improve the discoverability of the article. Nevertheless, the inclusion of additional location-specific terms such as "Maharashtra" or "Ahmednagar" could further enhance the article's visibility among researchers interested in regional agricultural development.

	

	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
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Comment:
The introduction provides substantial background information on the importance of horticulture in India, the growth of fruit cultivation, and the specific relevance of Ahmednagar district as a semi-arid agricultural region. The discussion progresses logically from global and national trends to the regional context, helping readers understand the rationale for the review. However, the section is somewhat lengthy and contains some repetition of information related to horticultural growth and socioeconomic benefits. Greater conciseness and a clearer articulation of the study's novelty and contribution would improve the overall organization and readability of the manuscript.

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
Comment:
The objectives are clearly stated, logically structured, and well aligned with the overall purpose of the review. They effectively guide the reader through the key themes of the manuscript, including horticultural diversification, socioeconomic impacts, rural transformation, and research gaps. The accompanying research questions further strengthen the focus and coherence of the study.

	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Comment:
The literature review is relevant to the research topic and covers important themes related to fruit cultivation, agricultural diversification, rural livelihoods, market integration, institutional support, and sustainability challenges. The inclusion of global, national, and regional perspectives provides a broad contextual foundation. However, the review would benefit from a more critical synthesis of the literature rather than predominantly descriptive reporting of previous studies.

	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Comment:
The manuscript incorporates several recent sources published between 2020 and 2025, particularly in relation to horticulture, sustainability, gender issues, and fruit cultivation in Maharashtra. At the same time, it appropriately includes foundational studies that are essential for understanding the theoretical and historical development of the field. Nevertheless, a stronger engagement with the most recent empirical research on climate resilience, value chains, and sustainable horticultural systems would further strengthen the review.

	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Comment:
The manuscript describes the databases consulted, the search keywords used, and the general time frame covered by the review. This provides a basic level of methodological transparency. However, the literature search process lacks sufficient detail regarding inclusion and exclusion criteria, study selection procedures, quality assessment methods, and the final number of studies included in the analysis. The methodology would be significantly strengthened by adopting a more systematic review protocol and presenting a transparent screening process.

	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Comment:
The manuscript demonstrates some degree of critical engagement by identifying recurring themes, contrasting findings, and discussing challenges associated with fruit cultivation. However, much of the review remains descriptive, with limited evaluation of methodological strengths, weaknesses, and inconsistencies across studies. A deeper comparative and critical analysis of the evidence would enhance the scholarly contribution of the review and provide stronger support for the conclusions drawn.

	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable

	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
Comment:
The manuscript clearly identifies several important research gaps, including the lack of district-level empirical studies, limited longitudinal evidence, insufficient attention to gender dimensions, weak understanding of climate resilience, and gaps in value-chain analysis. These observations are well integrated into the discussion and provide a strong rationale for future research. The identified gaps are relevant, clearly articulated, and directly connected to the objectives of the review.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Comment:
The conclusions are generally consistent with the evidence presented throughout the review and effectively summarize the key findings regarding the socioeconomic benefits and challenges associated with fruit cultivation. The discussion of opportunities, constraints, and policy implications is logically connected to the literature reviewed. However, some conclusions could be more explicitly linked to the thematic analysis and supported by a stronger synthesis of the reviewed evidence rather than broad generalizations.

	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 5 (Excellent)
Comment:
The manuscript clearly acknowledges its main limitations, including the reliance on secondary sources, the limited availability of district-level studies, and the lack of longitudinal and primary empirical data. The authors also recognize gaps related to gender analysis, value-chain assessment, and environmental sustainability. This transparent discussion enhances the credibility of the review and provides a useful foundation for future research.

	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Rating: 4 (Good)
Comment:
The manuscript draws on a substantial body of literature from reputable peer-reviewed journals, international organizations, government reports, and academic institutions. Foundational and contemporary studies are both represented, providing a solid theoretical and empirical basis for the review. However, some references appear incomplete, inconsistently formatted, or derived from theses and reports that may have limited accessibility. Careful verification and standardization of all references would improve the overall scholarly quality of the manuscript.

	

	14. 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
	Rating: 3 (Satisfactory)
Comment:
The manuscript is generally understandable and conveys its main arguments effectively. However, the text contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward sentence constructions, repetition of ideas, and inconsistencies in capitalization, terminology, and writing style. Several sections would benefit from substantial language editing to improve readability, conciseness, and academic rigor. Professional English-language proofreading is strongly recommended before publication.

	




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
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Partially.
Suggestion for improvement:
The manuscript is generally scientifically sound and is based on relevant literature. However, several claims would benefit from stronger empirical support and more critical evaluation of the cited evidence. The review methodology should be described in greater detail, including study selection criteria and quality assessment procedures. In addition, some references and factual statements should be carefully verified for accuracy, consistency, and proper citation.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Answer: Yes, but improvements are needed.
Suggestion for improvement:
The reference list is generally adequate and includes both foundational and recent studies relevant to horticulture, agricultural diversification, and rural development. Nevertheless, the manuscript would benefit from incorporating more recent peer-reviewed studies published within the last three to five years, particularly on climate resilience, sustainability, gender dimensions, and horticultural value chains. Furthermore, all references should be checked for completeness, consistency of formatting, and accessibility.

	

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

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

	NO
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