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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 an important and timely issue related to the financial feasibility of hydroponic farming in urban regions of India. With increasing concerns about water scarcity, urban food security, and climate-resilient agriculture, the study provides valuable empirical evidence on the economic viability of hydroponics at different scales. The findings are useful for researchers, policymakers, entrepreneurs, and start-ups interested in sustainable agricultural technologies. The scale-wise financial analysis using standard investment appraisal tools enhances the practical relevance of the study.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 generally comprehensive and clearly presents the objective, methodology, and major findings. However, minor improvements can enhance clarity:

· The abstract can briefly mention the sample size (eight farms).

· Units for financial values (lakhs/millions) should be consistently reported.

· A short concluding sentence highlighting policy or entrepreneurial implications may be added.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in terms of financial methodology; however, the lack of technical detail regarding the hydroponic structure and NFT system materials weakens the rigor of the cost estimation and economic interpretation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites both classical and recent literature related to hydroponics, financial feasibility, and agricultural economics. However, the authors may consider:

· Adding 1–2 recent (post-2021) peer-reviewed studies on hydroponic economics or urban agriculture.

· Removing duplicate references (e.g., Julian & Seavert, 2011 appears twice).
	

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


	The language is understandable and mostly suitable for scholarly communication. However, minor grammatical errors, repetition, and formatting inconsistencies are present. A careful proofreading or professional language editing is recommended to improve readability and flow.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript does not clearly define the technical configuration of the hydroponic systems, which is a critical shortcoming for an economic and financial viability study. Key details such as the type of structure used (e.g., naturally ventilated or climate-controlled polyhouse), frame material (GI/MS/aluminum), covering material, and the NFT system specifications (type of pipes/channels, material such as PVC/UPVC/HDPE, diameter, spacing, and expected lifespan) are not explicitly described.

Since initial investment cost, depreciation, maintenance expenses, and system durability are highly sensitive to the choice of structural and NFT materials, the absence of this information limits the transparency, reproducibility, and robustness of the economic valuation. It appears that the authors did not adequately study or document these aspects, despite their central importance to hydroponic farm cost structures. 

The authors are strongly encouraged to include a dedicated subsection under Methodology describing the hydroponic structure and NFT materials used, or clearly state and justify the assumptions made while estimating costs.
· The financial tools (NPV, IRR, BCR) are correctly applied 

· Data collection and objectives are clear 

· BUT the absence of structural and material specifications affects:

· Capital cost accuracy

· Depreciation assumptions

· Replicability of results

· Policy and startup relevance

This is not a language-only issue, but a core methodological gap
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