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	Reviewer’s comment
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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.


	This manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic in agricultural economics and horticultural technology, focusing on the comparative efficiency of tissue culture versus conventional banana cultivation. The study contributes to the literature by applying decomposition analysis and Cobb-Douglas production functions to quantify input utilization and productivity differences. Its findings have practical implications for farmers, policymakers, and extension agencies aiming to enhance banana productivity and sustainability.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is generally appropriate and reflects the core theme of the paper. However, for clarity and precision, suggest revising it to: “Decomposition Analysis of Production Inputs in Banana Cultivation: A Comparative Study of Tissue Culture and Conventional Methods in Amravati District”
	

	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 informative and outlines the study’s objectives, methodology, and key findings. However, it could be improved by:

· Clearly stating the research gap.

· Including specific statistical results (e.g., R² values, regression outcomes).

· Avoiding overly general statements and focusing on the core contributions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its use of decomposition models and regression analysis. However, several areas require clarification and improvement:

· The methodology section lacks clarity in explaining the decomposition model and its application.

· The regression equations are presented with formatting issues and inconsistencies.

· The rationale for variable selection and econometric assumptions should be better justified.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Suggestion of Additional Reference: Consider to add these references in your paper to robust literature review:
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            https://doi.org/10.3389/FPUBH.2025.1683023
	

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


	The manuscript requires substantial language editing. Issues include:

Grammatical errors and awkward phrasing.

Inconsistent terminology (e.g., “sucker cost” vs. “plantlet cost”).

Poor formatting of equations and tables.

Professional editing is recommended to enhance readability and scholarly presentation.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study area and sample size are well-defined, but more detail on sampling procedures and farmer characteristics would strengthen the analysis.

Tables are informative but need clearer labeling and formatting.

The discussion section should better integrate findings with existing literature and policy implications.

Clarity and Structure:
The manuscript presents a valuable comparative analysis, but the overall structure could benefit from clearer transitions between sections. The introduction is comprehensive but somewhat lengthy; consider condensing it to focus more sharply on the research gap and objectives.
Methodological Transparency:
While the use of Cobb-Douglas production functions and decomposition analysis is appropriate, the explanation of the econometric model is overly technical and lacks intuitive interpretation. The equations are not well formatted, and the derivation steps are difficult to follow. A simplified explanation or graphical representation of the model would enhance accessibility for a broader readership.

 Data Presentation:
Tables are informative but need better formatting and clearer headings. For example, Table 1 could benefit from units of measurement and clearer labeling of variables. Consider adding figures or charts to visually represent key findings, such as input differences or productivity comparisons.

Discussion Depth:
The discussion section should better contextualize the findings within the broader literature. Currently, it reads more like a summary of results. Integrating comparisons with similar studies and discussing implications for policy and practice would strengthen the manuscript.

Language and Grammar:
The manuscript contains numerous grammatical errors, awkward phrasing, and inconsistent terminology. A thorough language edit is necessary to meet scholarly standards. For example, terms like “sucker cost” and “plantlet cost” should be standardized throughout the paper.

Policy Implications:
The conclusion briefly touches on policy relevance, but this could be expanded. Given the study’s findings, what specific recommendations can be made for agricultural extension services, subsidy programs, or farmer training initiatives?

Limitations and Future Research:
The manuscript would benefit from a dedicated section on limitations. For instance, the study is geographically limited to Amravati district and may not generalize to other regions. Suggestions for future research could include longitudinal studies or broader regional comparisons.
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