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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 (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.


	This manuscript is an important contribution to the scientific community, particularly in the field of agricultural sustainability and agribusiness. By evaluating the sustainability status of cocoa farming in North Lombok Regency, the study provides crucial insights into the socio-economic and environmental dynamics of one of Indonesia's key export commodities. Its findings will help researchers, policymakers, and stakeholders better understand the challenges and opportunities in sustainable cocoa production, supporting informed decision-making and long-term agricultural development strategies.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, concise and informative.
	

	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 quite long. It can be modified by reducing the length of some sentences. Also, the key findings of the study and policy recommendations should be clearly stated.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript appears to be scientifically accurate, with a solid foundation in existing research and accurate information. 

However, there are a few suggestions for a robust scientific evaluation:

1. Literature: 

· The authors must do a thorough job reviewing relevant literature and present a comprehensive analysis of the study.

2. Data and Methodology: 

· The specific data sources and analysis methods used should be clearly described. The sample size is small and will not serve as a true representation of the study area. Also, more information is needed on how respondents were selected (sampling techniques) to avoid potential bias.
·  While MDS and leverage analysis are appropriate, there should be robustness check to know the validation of the result.

3. Discussion and Implications: 

· The results are presented without sufficient contextual discussion or comparison with other studies.

· The figures should be presented in English to ensure accessibility to a broader audience.

· The discussion section should delve deeper into the implications of the findings for policymakers, farmers, and other stakeholders.

· A critical discussion of the limitations of the study and suggestions for future research would enhance the overall quality of the manuscript.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Although the references are recent, sufficient, and relevant, more literature should be reviewed and cited to further support the study.
	

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


	The English quality is suitable for scholarly communication, but major improvements in grammar, clarity, and conciseness will significantly enhance the manuscript’s readability and professional presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	While the manuscript is generally sound, these major areas need to be strengthened:

· The abstract should briefly outline key findings and policy implications.
· More specific details on the data sources and analysis methods used would enhance the transparency and reproducibility of the research.

· A deeper discussion of the implications of the findings for policymakers and stakeholders, along with potential policy interventions, would add value to the manuscript.

· Major improvements in language clarity and the presentation of figures can further enhance the overall quality of the manuscript.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the 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 detail)

NO
	


Reviewer details:

Adesiyan Taiwo Fausiyat, Middle Tennesses State University, United States of America

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


