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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 manuscript makes a timely and concrete contribution to agribusiness and agricultural finance by generating empirical evidence on the financial viability of commercial hydroponic vegetable units in an urban Indian context. It documents costs, returns and investment indicators across a range of scales, translating hydroponics from a purely technical innovation into a quantified business proposition for farmers, investors and policy makers. By combining detailed cost components with NPV, BCR and IRR across farm sizes, it provides a template for capital budgeting and risk appraisal that can be adapted to other metropolitan regions facing land and water constraints. The analysis also speaks to broader debates on sustainable intensification, urban food systems and youth Agripreneurship, making the work relevant beyond Hyderabad and Telangana.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title, “Financial Viability of Hydroponic Farming in Hyderabad Region of Telangana State, India”, is broadly suitable and reflects the core objective and content. Suggested alternative titles:

· “Financial Feasibility of Commercial Hydroponic Vegetable Units at Different Scales in Hyderabad, Telangana State, India”​

· “Investment Viability of Urban Hydroponic Farming: Evidence from Hydroponic Vegetable Farms in Hyderabad, India”
	

	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 covers the production context, sample, methods (NPV, BCR, IRR) and the main financial results, and thus is generally comprehensive. At the same time, it can be strengthened to read more like a concise scientific summary tailored to agribusiness and agricultural economics journals.​

Suggested improvements:

· Make the problem statement explicit in the first 1–2 sentences (e.g. urban land and water constraints, high upfront investment as an adoption barrier).

· Add one sentence explaining the sampling approach (eight purposively selected hydroponic farms representing 900–43,560 sq. ft units) to clarify external validity.​

· Report key financial indicators in a more structured way, for example: Range of NPV (in lakhs), BCR, and IRR across scales, highlighting the most and least attractive sizes.​

· Add one sentence on risk or sensitivity (e.g. dependence of viability on selling price and crop mix), since this is discussed in the main text.​

· Consider omitting overly general phrases such as “there is also lot of scope for export” unless supported by explicit empirical evidence or a short justification in the body. 
Overall, a slightly more analytical tone, clearly linking methods, key numbers and implications for investors/policy makers, would strengthen the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	From an agribusiness/financial economics perspective, the manuscript is built on a standard farm investment appraisal framework and appears scientifically sound in its core logic. The use of NPV, BCR and IRR at a defined discount rate over a 15‑year lifespan is appropriate for evaluating long‑term capital intensive technologies such as hydroponic greenhouses. Fixed and variable cost categories are well‐disaggregated (polyhouse, NFT technology, labour, electricity, planting material, etc.), and the link between scale, crop mix (exotic versus domestic) and profitability is clearly articulated.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is reasonably broad and cites relevant work on hydroponic systems, financial feasibility analysis and global market trends. Several sources are relatively recent (2013–2020), including papers on hydroponics, economic viability and hydroponic market developments, which supports the currency of the discussion.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally understandable and the technical content is clear, but the English requires moderate editing for polished scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper would benefit from a short conceptual framework subsection that links hydroponic farming to urban agribusiness opportunities, resource use efficiency (land and water) and changing consumer preferences, before moving into the empirical analysis.
This reflects strong scientific and practical relevance, a solid financial analysis framework, and well‑structured empirical results, while recognizing the need for moderate language editing and some strengthening of methodological transparency and contextualization. According to the provided guideline, this places the manuscript in the “Minor Revision” category.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

There are no explicit ethical concerns apparent in this manuscript as currently written. The study involves interviews and economic data collection from commercial hydroponic farms, with no vulnerable populations or experimental interventions, and the analysis uses standard financial appraisal tools (NPV, BCR, and IRR). Nonetheless, the manuscript would benefit from a brief statement clarifying that respondents participated voluntarily, data were treated confidentially, and any institutional or departmental ethical clearance (if applicable) was obtained, especially since farm‑level financial information is commercially sensitive.
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