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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 covers an important and topical issue: the economics and acceptance restrictions of millet farming in India's peripheral, climate-sensitive region. Millets are becoming increasingly important in global food security and nutrition, and localised empirical research like this one give useful knowledge for policymakers, extension services, and development practitioners. The paper's quantification of yields, returns, and adoption hurdles can guide initiatives aimed at increasing smallholder incomes and promoting climate-resistant agricultural systems. The work, with stronger methodology and tighter analysis, might make an important contribution to the agricultural economics and sustainability literatures.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Most suitable, yet a little generic. Suggestion: Economics and Adoption of Finger Millet in the Central Brahmaputra Valley, Assam: Yields, Returns and Farmer Constraints.


	

	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 provides fundamental facts (area, yields, and returns), but it misses numerous key aspects that readers expect.
Suggestions:
1. Add a clear statement of techniques (sampling design, sample size of 80 farmers, data collecting duration).
2. State units and currency year (e.g., Rs. 35,570/ha — specify year and whether nominal or real).
3. Summarise significant statistical results (e.g., mean yield ± SD, B:C, or return on variable cost = 1.81).
4. Add a one-line policy implication or conclusion to demonstrate relevance.
5. Remove unnecessary background information; keep the abstract focused on objectives, methodology, main results, and a brief consequence.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Fundamentally sound in scope and goal, however a number of methodological and reporting flaws undermine scientific soundness. Key Points:
1. Sampling and representativeness: The four-stage stratified random sampling is appropriate, however the paper should go into greater information about how villages and households were randomly picked and whether the sample (n=80) is representative of the zone. Explain the inclusion/exclusion criteria.
2. Units and Conversions Use consistent units. The manuscript varies between q/ha and kg/ha; for clarity, convert q (quintals) to kg (1 q = 100 kg). State yield variation (SD/CI).

3. Cost accounting clarity: The cost concepts (A, B, C1, C2) are described, but the computation of gross cost, nett return, and "return over variable cost" need formulas and worked examples. Define whether labour value employs local wage rates and which year's prices are used.
4. Statistical analysis: The paper depends solely on means and rankings. Include basic inferential statistics (t-tests or ANOVA for group comparisons), standard errors, and possibly non-parametric tests for ranked constraints. Provide significant levels.
5. Causality vs. description: Avoid using causal language unless it is warranted. The conclusion that area decreased when farmers changed to oil palm and Toria requires either trend data or farmer preference evidence.

6. Data validation: Explain how data was vetted (cross-checking, enumerator training). Include constraints (limited sample size, seasonal bias).

Moreover, with these revisions, the manuscript will be scientifically sound.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list includes many significant regional and national research, but it is uneven, with several key worldwide and contemporary sources missing, as well as duplications and inconsistent formatting.


	

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


	Comprehensible, but requires copyediting. Grammar, punctuation, sentence structure, and academic style should be perfected.


	

	Optional/General comments


	First, strengthen methodology and statistics by clearly documenting sampling, data collecting, and the pricing year, adding SD/SE and basic inferential tests as needed, and displaying cost and return calculation formulas. Simplify the abstract and leade to state the paper's innovation and main numerical findings in two sentences. Improve tables and visualisations by labelling units, showing sample sizes and dispersion, converting quintals to kg for clarity, and including a small map or timeline to help readers navigate. Make policy recommendations actionable by linking findings to specific interventions (processing, extension, market aggregation) and, when possible, recommending rough cost bands or funding methods.
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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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