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	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.


	Recognize the critical importance of this study. Agriculture encompasses a wide range of interconnected factors those including (crop variety, soil composition, climate conditions, micro- and macro-nutrients, timing, and human interventions). 
- This study specifically sheds light on two of these essential components: timing and covering materials. Through its findings and results, it makes a meaningful contribution to the scientific community, enriching our understanding and advancing best practices in agricultural management.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Actually added the word India to the title. Even though suggest the following title that would be: 
“Smart Timing and Low Tunnel Covering Trends: Enhancing Off-Season Cowpea Yield in the Bara Tract of South Gujarat (INDIA)”


	

	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.


	- In addition to the editorial reviewing amendments that have been done, still the abstract was  comprehensive by it was actually included the following (- Clear description of the experimental setup (location, design, treatments), Quantitative results with specific yield and income values, Strong conclusion emphasizing practical relevance. 
- What have been missing in the abstract were: while the study abstract includes yield data and economic outcomes, it could be strengthened by explicitly referencing the statistical significance and economic metrics that validate the findings, statistically (Which statistical tests were used (e.g., ANOVA, LSD, Tukey’s HSD), Significance levels (e.g., p < 0.05), and Variation or error terms (e.g., standard deviation, CV%). And yet economically the Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) or return on investment (ROI), and A brief comment on economic feasibility or scalability.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	- Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct as:

The experimental procedures were conducted in accordance with established scientific protocols, and the results were appropriately analysed using statistical methods. The interpretations are sound, and the data have been accurately presented in the relevant tables.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	- Yes, the references are mostly sufficient and scientifically relevant (cowpea, low tunnel technology, and sowing time). And yet they covered both yield performance and economic feasibility, which is excellent.

- A few references are older than 15 years (e.g., Singh & Ahlawat, 2005; Ehlers & Hall, 1997). While foundational, they could be supplemented with newer studies.

- It would be adding value to the manuscript get the advantages of the most recent references.


	

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


	- Overall, yes—the language and English quality of the manuscript are suitable for scholarly communication.

- There are instances of semantic ambiguity in word usage that could benefit from clarification. For example, the term "Rabi", while commonly used in South Asian agricultural contexts, may not be universally understood as referring to the spring cropping season. Similarly, the use of "glazing material" to describe covering materials like plastic films may cause confusion, as "glazing" typically refers to transparent glass-like surfaces in other disciplines. Refining such terminology will improve clarity and ensure broader accessibility for an international scientific audience.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The study is relevant and well-structured, with clear objectives and sound methodology.

2. The results are presented clearly, but the relative statistical information—such as significance levels and error terms—is missing and should be included.

3. Terms like “Rabi” and “glazing material” may cause ambiguity and need clarification for broader scientific understanding.

4. Tables 1 and 2 were not mentioned or discussed in the text, which affects the flow and completeness of the results section.

5. There were un useful numbers applied to section headings starting from the introduction (e.g., number 1), which were not necessary and may distract from the manuscript’s readability.

6. Adding more recent references would further strengthen the manuscript and enhance its scientific depth.

7. The manuscript was weak in underlining the profitability concept, despite presenting economic data; this aspect should be emphasized more clearly in the discussion and conclusion.

Overall, it is a useful contribution with minor revisions suggested.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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