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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.

	This study offers vital empirical insights into consumer behavior toward urban gardening in Hyderabad, a rapidly urbanizing city in the Global South. Findings reveal a clear motivation hierarchy, with hobby/relaxation ranking highest, followed by health benefits and food security concerns. It also uncovers underexplored barriers, such as vulnerability to weather conditions and challenges in pest management, while statistically validating pricing, usability, and support as key preference drivers. By integrating consumer psychology, business model design, and resilience planning, the study advances sustainable urban agriculture research in contexts facing growing food security pressures.
	

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

	Suggested Revision:
"Drivers, Barriers, and Consumer Preferences in Urban Gardening: A Case Study of Hyderabad, India"
Justification: Accurately reflects the study’s multidimensional analysis of motivators, challenges, and decision factors.
	

	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.

	Add:
    Methodology specificity: "Purposive sampling with 80 respondents; data collected via structured questionnaires using 5-point semantic differential scales."
    Key regression finding: "Pricing, usability, and support services significantly influenced preferences (p<0.01)."
    Delete:
    Redundant conclusion: "If these challenges are addressed... can become more popular" (replace with implications).
    Restructure: Integrate "challenges" (weather/pests) earlier to align with results flow.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Strengths:
    Appropriate statistical methods (mean ranking, regression) for ordinal data.
    Valid sampling strategy for targeted cohort.
    Concerns:
    Critical flaw: Results section lacks synthesis with literature (e.g., no discussion of why sustainability ranks low despite urban gardening's environmental promise).
    No justification for sample size (n=80).
    Contradictory findings (low ranking vs. high impact of support services) unexplored.
    Demographic limitations (overrepresentation of educated women) not addressed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Adequacy:
     Includes relevant local studies (e.g., Kumari & Shirisha 2022).
     Recent sources (2024) on technical innovations.
    Gaps:
    COVID-19 impacts: Add Urban agriculture and food security in pandemic. It is emperative that the pandemic has impacted this sector.
    Global South context: Includeglobal context on urban agriculture in developing economies.
    Space constraints: Might as well give context on urban farming on limited land.
	

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

	Scholarly but requires editing:
    Some syntax found that can be improved: "Study was done" → "was conducted"; "Data was analyzed by using" → "analyzed using".
    Repetition: Consolidate overlapping statements about challenges.
    Clarity: Table 4: "we can notice" → "Data indicate".
    Recommendation: Professional copy-editing for conciseness. Also, look for the suggestions for revisions on the manuscipt.
	

	Optional/General comments

	Revisions Needed: The “Results and Discussion” section must be restructured from a purely descriptive narrative into a critical, analytical discussion. This includes explicitly contrasting the study’s findings with existing literature—such as explaining why “hobby” emerges as the dominant motivator here, compared to the emphasis on food security in prior research—and addressing contradictions, like the low ranking of support services in respondent perceptions despite their high statistical impact in the regression model. A new “Limitations” subsection should also be added, noting potential sample bias, the Hyderabad-centric geographic focus, and the exclusion of factors such as aesthetics and brand trust. Furthermore, a “Policy Implications” section should be introduced to connect identified barriers with actionable solutions, for example, linking weather-related challenges to subsidized greenhouse programs and space constraints to municipal partnerships for vertical farming initiatives.
Strengths to Retain: Preserve the rigor of the regression analysis, the rich demographic granularity presented in Table 1, and the practical business insights—particularly the finding that material quality outweighs price in consumer priorities.
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	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)


	


Reviewer details:

Lorjie Bargaso Bation, Extension and Innovation Davao Oriental State University, Philippines
Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)

