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	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.


	The manuscript provides a valuable empirical comparison on tissue culture and conventional banana systems, addressing an important gap in the literature on cost efficiency and input utilization across different farm sizes in India. 
This study contributes evidence-based insights into how modern propagation technologies can enhance productivity, resource allocation, and sustainability in tropical agriculture as banana remains a major horticultural crop with high economic and nutritional relevance
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable
	

	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 not fully comprehensive. While it provides a general overview of the study focus and key findings, it lacks several essential components that make an abstract academically complete and coherent. To improve its quality, I suggest the following revisions:

1. Merge the abstract into a single paragraph for better readability and academic consistency.

2. Include a clear objective statement.

3. Briefly describe the methodology, mentioning the standard cost concepts that were used for the analysis.

4. Streamline the presentation of key numerical results to highlight the major cost and yield differences concisely.
5. Add a concluding policy-oriented sentence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its general framework. The findings logically support the conclusion that tissue culture cultivation is more cost-efficient than conventional methods. 
Although, the manuscript is methodologically acceptable but its not analytically rigorous. It presents a correct and valuable descriptive analysis but needs statistical testing, theoretical linkage, and deeper interpretation of the result to fully meet scientific publication standards.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are not sufficient yet. There should be international comparison, the focus is mostly Indian; adding some international work could broaden the appeal and show global relevance. 
The manuscript emphasizes cost/returns and input-use, but less on adoption behaviour and risk management. Including references that cover those angles would strengthen the literature review which should also be included in the manuscript. 
	

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


	 The language and English quality of the manuscript are understandable, but it falls short of grammatical precision expected in scholarly publication. The content conveys the intended meaning, yet the phrasing, structure, and tone resemble that of a technical report rather than academic writing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The introduction is too brief and should be expanded to include more background information, research context, and justification for the study.

2. Under Materials and Methods, the section titled “Economics of Banana Production” should be renumbered as 2.1 instead of 1.1. Additionally, the cost components (A1–C3) already described in this section should not be itemized again to avoid redundancy.

3. There are several grammatical errors and variations in font style; uniform formatting and careful proofreading are required.

4. The cost components should be categorized into fixed and variable costs to enhance clarity and readability.

5. Table 1 lacks horizontal labels, which makes interpretation difficult; all tables should be properly formatted and labelled.

6. The tables should be analysed and discussed meaningfully, highlighting key insights, implications, and comparisons rather than merely restating the numerical contents.

7. Relevant literature should be cited to support and interpret the table discussions, enabling stronger linkage between empirical results and existing research findings.
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