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	PART  1: Comments


	
	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.

	I have carefully reviewed the text; it is a topic i have addressed in several of my publications, and to which i have dedicated some time to the study of resilience; in particular organizational resilience, and in this text in particular it is used as a determining variable of the behavior of the system productive in a complex way in the interaction between the production system and the pandemic, which can be analyzed from the contingency theory, population ecology and adaptability. and the topic of agricultural adaptation, labor dynamics, and market disruptors, using planting size. The contribution can be used in agricultural, economic, and food development in emerging economies such as Mexico
The study suggests that the impact of COVID-19 on physical production was limited or even positive in some crops, while the most significant effect was observed in:CostsMarketingInput pricesHousehold liquidity. However, due to statistical inconsistencies and methodological problems, the conclusion to reject the null hypothesis (H0) requires further analytical support.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	Although the title refers to the text content, there could be an improvement using; production in the level of the farm dynamics during contingencies times: case; Raipur District.
Emphasising the empirical scope and focus in the analytical
Although the title refers to the text content, there could be an improvement using; production in the level of the farm dynamics during contingencies times: case; Raipur District.
Emphasising the empirical scope and focus in the analitical
	

	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.

	IT has the main objectives, methodology and findings, however it could improve with the clarification with the unit of analysis, differentiation between production effects cost vs markets, avoid phrasing “…overall impact described as both challenging and positive”, and presenting consistent perceptage values as in the tables
IT has the main objectives, methodology and findings, however it could improve with the clarification with the unit of analysis, differentiation between production effects cost vs markets, avoid phrasing “…overall impact described as both challenging and positive”, and presenting consistent perceptage values as in the tables
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The study uses data with inferential (chi-square and paired t-test), it could be an improvement if the author or authors correct the inconsistences en percentages calculations in table 3, ambiguity regarding the unit of analysis for the paired t-test, the statiltical interpretations that require clarification, and minor numerial discrepancies between text and tables.
The study uses data with inferential (chi-square and paired t-test), it could be an improvement if the author or authors correct the inconsistences en percentages calculations in table 3, ambiguity regarding the unit of analysis for the paired t-test, the statiltical interpretations that require clarification, and minor numerial discrepancies between text and tables.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	They are correct
	

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

	
It has a few grammatical inconsistencies, repetition, incorrect statistical phrasing, and inconsistent citation style

May correct the citation style to be consistent

	

	Optional/General comments

	



	




	[bookmark: _Hlk156057883][bookmark: _Hlk156057704]PART  2: 


	
	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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