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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 adds to the literature on urban agriculture by demonstrating the potential of rooftop gardening to enhance nutritional security, environmental sustainability, and household resilience in rapidly urbanizing areas. It is particularly relevant in the context of climate change, land scarcity, and the growing demand for chemical-free food in urban environments. The study offers practical insights into household-level adoption that can support urban planning, extension services, and policy development for sustainable urban food systems.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable and reflects the core theme of the manuscript.
	

	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 addresses a relevant and timely topic, particularly in the context of urbanization, food security, and climate change. However, the abstract requires significant refinement in terms of factual accuracy, language quality, coherence, and methodological clarity to meet scholarly standards.
· The abstract should be shortened and refined, with inclusion of key findings and removal of repetitive background information.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in concept and approach, and the arguments are logically structured. However, some quantitative claims and economic assessments require clearer explanation, justification, or citation. The methodology would benefit from more detailed descriptions of cost calculations, assumptions, and data interpretation, which are necessary to strengthen scientific rigor.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Several recent references (2020–2025) are included, which strengthens the manuscript. However, Consistency between in-text citations and the reference list, along with uniform formatting of references, must be ensured.

	

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


	The language is generally understandable, but the manuscript requires minor to moderate English editing.
	

	Optional/General comments


	· The research design is not clearly defined (Survey-based, Intervention-based, Extension-focused).

· The relationship between surveyed households and training participants is unclear.

· No explanation is provided for data collection intervals, changes in household participation and impact of COVID-19 on data consistency.

· Clearly present study findings first, followed by concise comparison with relevant literature.

· Include appropriate statistical analysis

· Recheck data accuracy and clearly explain missing or unchanged values.
· Incorrect or inconsistent references: Garcia et al., 2027 → future year or error, Garcia et al., 2017 discussed repeatedly without clear linkage.

· Thorough language editing and reference verification are essential.

· The cost–benefit analysis requires greater methodological transparency (The authors should clearly explain the method used for calculating production costs, including details on fixed and variable costs).

· Scientific names should be italicized consistently.

· Recommendations are generic and not clearly derived from the study’s empirical findings.

· The authors appropriately distinguish between perception-based findings and experimental validation.
· Some references appear in the list but are not consistently cited in the manuscript, and vice versa. (ICAR (2020) mentioned in text but not included in the reference list. Some conference or extension sources are cited without consistent formatting).
· The manuscript addresses a relevant topic; however, the methodology section requires greater clarity, particularly regarding survey design, sampling procedure, and data analysis methods.
· Economic calculations and cost–benefit estimates should be clearly explained, including assumptions used for market prices and input costs.

· Quantitative claims (e.g., percentage contribution to household vegetable requirements) should be supported with appropriate citations, calculations, or empirical justification.
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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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