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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 offers an economic assessment of sericulture in Amravati and provides evidence that is valuable for both researchers and policymakers. It quantifies production costs, profitability, and risk buffers in a way that helps the scientific community better understand the financial behavior of sericulture, a sector that is often under-documented in non-traditional regions, it fills a regional knowledge gap. The break-even and margin-of-safety results contribute meaningful insights into enterprise resilience, which can support future comparative studies across agro-based industries. Overall, the manuscript expands empirical evidence on rural livelihood enterprises and can serve as a reference point for research on agricultural economics, sustainability, and rural development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title is accurate but a bit narrow considering the depth of the manuscript. The study covers not only break-even analysis but also cost structure, profitability, margin of safety, comparisons with previous studies, and policy implications. Because of that, the title could be refined to better reflect the full scope, my suggestions:

1. Economic Viability and Break-Even Analysis of Sericulture Units in Amravati District, Maharashtra

2. Cost Structure, Profitability, and Break-Even Assessment of Sericulture 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.


	Overall, it is comprehensive. Still, a few refinements could make it more concise and balanced. Here are the suggestions:

1. Consider shortening the results section slightly.
The abstract includes many numeric details (costs, revenue, net profit, B:C ratio, BEP in physical and monetary terms). While these are important, the abstract may benefit from presenting the most critical metrics rather than all of them. Keeping the break-even point, net profit, and B:C ratio is sufficient.
2. Clear sentence on methodology.
Adding that break-even analysis was used as the core economic tool would improve clarity. This helps readers immediately understand the analytical framework.

3. Need statement on sampling.
A short note such as “based on primary data from 60 sericulture units” would strengthen transparency without adding much length.

4. The policy implications need to more concise.
You can keep the emphasis on government support, but the sentence can be tightened to avoid sounding repetitive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The scientific approach appears generally sound, but there are a few points worth noting to ensure full clarity and scientific rigor. Here they are:

1. Methodology

The formulas used for BEP and margin of safety are correct, and the cost classification into fixed and variable components is also appropriate for sericulture.
However, two clarifications would strengthen the methodology:

a. Sampling procedure: The manuscript states that 60 units were selected from four tehsils and multiple villages, but the criteria for selecting villages and farmers is not fully explained. A simple statement on whether sampling was random, purposive, or stratified would improve transparency.

b. Data collection tools: Although a “structured and pre-tested schedule” is mentioned, the abstract and methods section would benefit from a brief description of key variables collected (e.g., leaf quantity, labor hours, capital inputs).

2. Results and Calculations

a. The cost and revenue figures appear consistent, and the BEP results follow logically from the given formula. A few minor points for improvement:

b. Variable cost per kg (₹149.30) aligns mathematically with total variable cost divided by output, which supports accuracy.

c. Benefit–Cost Ratio (1.82) corresponds correctly with provided cost and revenue.

d. Margin of safety at 89.03% is unusually high but mathematically correct and should be highlighted as exceptional.

3. Interpretation

The interpretation of results is scientifically reasonable. The comparison with previous studies is useful and strengthens scientific validity. A couple of enhancements could help:

a. Distinguish clearly between causal and descriptive claims. The manuscript sometimes implies causal explanations (e.g., better access to mulberry leaves) without supporting evidence.

b. The sensitivity analysis is appropriate and presented correctly, but you may add a brief note on assumptions (e.g., linear cost structure).
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Here are some additional references that should enhance the manuscript:

1. https://doi.org/10.33545/26180723.2025.v8.i11a.2613 

2. https://doi.org/10.22271/chemi.2020.v8.i1k.8353 

3. https://doi.org/10.9734/ijecc/2022/v12i1131007 
	

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


	It is is generally understandable and conveys the technical content clearly. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No ethical issue found.
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