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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 work is important to the scientific and agricultural community because it provides empirical data that supports policy and investment decisions in small- and medium-scale mechanization. The combination of technical evaluation and financial feasibility (BEP, PBP, BCR) gives the study a well-rounded practical relevance. The economic analysis highlights the significant cost and time savings that can be achieved through the adoption of a tractor-operated sorghum harvester. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title correctly reflects the study’s scope and content, but contains a typographical error.
“FEAIBLITY” should be corrected to “FEASIBILITY.”

This title could be revised as such: 

Economic Feasibility Analysis and Performance Evaluation of a Tractor-Operated Sorghum Harvester
	

	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 comprehensive and well structured, clearly stating the objectives, methodology, and key findings. However:

1. It should begin with one or two sentences establishing the research problem and purpose (e.g., “Manual harvesting of sorghum is labour-intensive and economically inefficient. This study evaluates…”).

2. The statistical range values for performance parameters are well-presented; however, the final sentence should summarize the major economic indicators (BEP, PBP, BCR) in a single statement to provide a strong conclusion.

3. Ensure all units (e.g., Rs., h, ha⁻¹) are consistently formatted.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and follows established evaluation protocols. The analytical methods for computing fixed and variable costs, break-even analysis, payback, and benefit-cost ratio are standard and well-explained. However, the study would be strengthened by: 

1. Including the assumptions used for economic life and annual usage hours explicitly in a table.

2. Clarifying whether the custom hiring rate used for financial metrics reflects current market conditions or was estimated.

3. Adding a discussion subsection that interprets results relative to cited literature, especially linking findings with Veerammanavara (2022) and Nikam et al. (2017).


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant and drawn from credible sources. However:

1. Some citations are over five years old; add recent references (2020–2025) covering cost analysis or mechanization economics in similar crops. 

2. Ensure consistency in reference formatting (e.g., italics for journal names, proper punctuation).

3. Remove duplication of “Rathinavel S and S Saimohan, 2019” which appears twice for two slightly different citations.

4. Correct typographical issues (e.g., “Phytochemisrty” → Phytochemistry).
	

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


	The manuscript’s English is understandable but requires moderate language editing for clarity and flow. Common issues include:

1. Article usage (“the,” “a,” “an”),

2. Spacing around numerical values and units,

3. Repetitive words (“reported that,” “it was found that”).

A professional proofread is recommended before publication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Add a short “Limitations and Recommendations” paragraph before “Conclusions” to mention possible improvements (e.g., multi-row adaptation, performance in varying soil conditions).
Overall, the study is well-executed, methodically correct, and practically valuable to the mechanization field.
Scientific validity is very good. Practical relevance is excellent. The structure and presentation are good, minor editing as suggested above. References are adequate but should be updated. Language needs moderate proofreading
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

I didn’t find any ethical issues with this manuscript. 
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