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	Reviewer’s comment


	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.


	
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
	

	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.


	
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	
	

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


	
	

	Optional/General comments


	My Comments:

This manuscript evaluates the costs and returns of betel vine cultivation in Bhagwanpur-I (Bagawanpur-1) Block, Purba Medinipur (Midnapur East), West Bengal, using primary survey data from 50 betel vine growers selected via simple random sampling without replacement. The authors apply standard farm-management cost concepts (Cost A1) and a modified total cost (Cost D = Cost A1 + imputed family labour) and report gross return, net return, and return–cost ratio across boroj age groups. The topic is relevant and potentially useful for farm planning and extension; however, several methodological clarifications and consistency checks are needed before the findings can be considered reliable.

Major Comments:
1. The manuscript states that the study relates to the agricultural year 2018–19 and reports results at ‘reference year prices’, but the tables and captions appear to span multiple year ranges/age blocks. Please clearly explain whether (a) the analysis is cross-sectional in 2018–19 across boroj of different ages, or (b) earlier years were reconstructed from farmer recall/records. State the reference year for prices and whether/how values were adjusted (e.g., inflation/deflation).

2. Please provide the sampling frame (villages definition), inclusion criteria, and the number of growers approached vs. interviewed. Briefly discuss how representative the 50 sampled growers are of the block and any limitations (especially if recall data were used).

3. Define Group I vs. Group II. Tables report results for Group I (n=36) and Group II (n=14). Please explicitly define the criterion used to form these groups (e.g., boroj size or farm size threshold) and justify why this stratification is important for interpretation.

4. Gross return is defined as output (leaf/ha) × average market price (Rs./lakh). Please specify: the market(s) used, the price period (month/season/year), how the ‘average’ price was computed, and whether marketing costs were included in costs. Clearly report the output unit definition and the method used to measure the output.

5. You treat Cost D (Cost A1 + imputed family labor) as the total cost for convenience. Please justify this as the preferred ‘total cost’ and state explicitly which opportunity costs are excluded (e.g., land rental value/opportunity cost, interest on fixed capital, full depreciation of structures if applicable). Discuss how the chosen cost concept affects comparability with prior farm-management studies.

6. Since Cost D includes imputed family labour, please state the wage rate(s) used, data source for the wage rate, and whether rates differ by task/skill. If family labor is undervalued or omitted for some tasks, profitability may be overstated.

7. Interest on working capital is included under Cost A1, and some tables mention a specific rate (e.g., 9.09%). Please state the assumed interest rate, the time period applied, and the cost base used to compute interest.

8. Results: The analysis is largely tabular/percentage-based. Please report dispersion (SD/SE or min–max) for key variables (cost, output, gross return, net return) and consider a brief sensitivity check (e.g., ±10–20% output price or labour cost), given market and labour-cost volatility.

9. Please verify that each table total equals the sum of its components and that formulas are applied consistently throughout (Net return = Gross return − Total cost; Return–cost ratio = Gross return / Total cost). Also, ensure table captions match the correct age grouping and units.

Minor Comments:
1. Spelling Consistency (e.g., Bagawanpur-1 vs Bhagwanpur-I) and ensure the title, abstract, tables, and text use the same form consistently.

2. Abstract. Please include key quantitative results: sample size, reference year, headline net return/B:C (or return–cost ratio), and the age period with the maximum returns.

3. Typographical correction: Piperaceae is described as ‘black paper family’; please revise to ‘black pepper family’ and standardize botanical naming/formatting.

4. Tables. Add clear units to every table (Rs./ha/year; lakh leaves/ha/year, etc.) and specify whether values are per-year averages or cumulative over multi-year blocks.

5. Proofread for grammar, spacing, and consistent terminology (costs and returns; return–cost ratio/output–input ratio; net return).
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