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	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.


	The manuscript offers clear and well‑structured empirical evidence on the economic feasibility and adoption barriers of low‑cost and hi‑tech polyhouses in Srinagar’s distinct agro‑climatic conditions. The comparative analysis, supported by Garrett’s Ranking Technique, appropriately quantifies profitability and highlights location‑specific constraints. Overall, the study provides relevant and practical insights for farmers, extension officers, and policymakers aiming to promote protected cultivation as a climate‑resilient option for Jammu and Kashmir.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable.
	

	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 comprehensive and well-structured, covering the context, objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusion. To enhance its impact, it is suggested that the authors  include one or two key quantitative findings (e.g., the average percentage difference in net returns between the two polyhouse types, or the range of BCR values).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript’s conceptual framework and qualitative analysis are sound. However, a major methodological weakness significantly undermines the scientific rigor of the quantitative comparisons. The complete absence of statistical analysis (e.g., tests of significance like t-tests or ANOVA, standard deviations, confidence intervals) for the reported economic indicators (costs, returns, BCR) means that claims about differences between locations and polyhouse types lack statistical support. This must be addressed for the manuscript to be considered scientifically robust.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate, with a majority from the last five years. To strengthen the manuscript, it is recommended to replace a few older sources with more recent studies and to add a standard methodological reference for statistical analysis in agricultural economics
	

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


	The language is generally clear and sufficient for conveying the core ideas. However, it requires thorough proofreading and editing by a proficient English editor to correct grammatical errors, improve word choice, and enhance sentence fluency.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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

No apparent ethical issues were based on the provided text.
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