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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.


	This paper is relevant to the research community because it clarifies how spice markets, particularly the Byadgi chilli, which is crucial to India's economy, operate and integrate.  In order to maintain farmer income and enhance price dissemination mechanisms, policy interventions must have a thorough grasp of market integration.  Researchers, decision-makers, and traders involved in agricultural market connections may find the data useful.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is mostly suitable, but a more precise version could be:

“Market Behavior and Price-Arrival Integration of Byadgi Chilli in Karnataka, 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.


	The abstract is clear but contains minor grammatical mistakes:
1. Keywords should be corrected: “Ganger casual test” → “Granger causality test.”
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The methodology is appropriate, but there are statistical mistakes:
1. Johansen test interpretation is incorrect – for 3 markets, maximum cointegration rank is 2, but the manuscript reports 4 cointegrating vectors.

2. ADF results for arrivals are misinterpreted – if data are stationary at level, testing again after differencing is redundant and misleading.

3. Interpretation of VECM includes overstatements (e.g., large intercepts are not discussed; Hubli’s weak adjustment was overstated as strong influence).
	

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

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


	1. The manuscript requires moderate language editing for grammar and consistency:

2. “Casual test” → Causality test

3. “Hubbli/Hubblli” → Hubli (consistency)

4. “Expost Facto Research” → Ex post facto research

4. Subject-verb agreement issues (e.g., “centers remain” → “centers remains”).
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is relevant and methodologically sound but needs major revision to address statistical misinterpretations and improve English clarity.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	


Reviewer details:

Prashant Vekariya, Navsari Agricultural University, India

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


