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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.


	This manuscript provides a critical comparative economic evaluation of protected cultivation technologies in the unique temperate agro-climatic conditions of the Kasmir Valley. By quantifying the benefit-cost rations and identifying location specific constraints using the Garrett Ranking Technique, the study offers actionable data for improving farm income among small and marginal holders. It bridges a significant gap in systematic economic research for this region, providing a foundation for targeted policy interventions and climate-resilient agricultural strategies. 


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and descriptive. It clearly identifies the core subject, the technology, and the specific geographic scope.

To make it more impactful for a broader audience, the authors may consider “Economic Viability and Comparative Constraint Analysis of Low-Cost vs. Hi-Tech Protected Cultivation in Temperate North 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 is mostly comprehensive, as it outlines the study’s objectives, methodology, key results, and general conclusions. However, the authors may add some specificity, like mentioning the specific crops studies because profitability is highly crop dependent. They may also quantify results by briefly including the highest BCR values found to give the reader immediate data points. Moreover, the mention of specific blocks could be summarized as “four blocks of Srinagar” to save space if the word count is tight.  

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript follows a sound scientific methodology. 

The use of multistage sampling and the Garrett Ranking Technique is standard and appropriate for this type of socio-economic research. The study correctly utilizes standard metrics like gross/net returns, operating costs, and BCR. Moreover, the findings regarding high initial cost for hi-tech and polyfilm longevity for low-cost align with existing literature on protected cultivation. 

An Observation: The manuscript mentions that BCR values exceeded unity, confirming economic feasibility. To improve scientific depth, the authors should specify whether the BCR was calculated based on Gross Returns or Net Returns and clarify if the "initial cost" mentioned as a constraint was factored into the annual BCR or treated as a separate capital investment analysis.
The authors may also briefly explain why depreciation was calculated over 12 years for hi-tech vs. 6 years for low-cost structures to provide a scientific basis for these differing lifespans.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	A significant portion of the citations are from 2024 and 2025 (e.g., Santosh et al., 2024; Sharma et al., 2024; Tiwari et al., 2025; Rehman et al., 2025), which is exceptional for ensuring the study is grounded in current market and technological trends. The authors cite a good mix of regional studies (Uttarakhand, Himachal Pradesh) and methodological papers.
While the Garrett Ranking Technique is used extensively, the authors could strengthen the "Materials and Methods" section by citing the original proponent of this method (Garrett and Woodworth, 1969) to provide a historical foundation for the statistical approach.
	

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


	The language is suitable for scholarly communication, though it would benefit from minor technical editing.

Strengths: The tone is professional, and the terminology (e.g., "protected cultivation," "Garrett Score") is used correctly. However, there are minor grammatical inconsistencies (e.g., "Khanmoh gowers" instead of "growers" in source 121) and some repetitive phrasing regarding "irrespective of location."
	

	Optional/General comments


	The study successfully highlights that while hi-tech polyhouses offer higher returns, low-cost versions are often more accessible to the resource-poor. The location-wise constraint analysis (Table 4 and 6) is particularly valuable, as it shows that a "one size fits all" policy is inadequate for the district.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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