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	This paper addresses the challenging class of bilevel fractional programming (BLFP) issues, which are commonly used in hierarchical decision-making systems. It includes a structured comparative examination of three specific solution methods inside a unified pricing-production framework, as well as practical method selection recommendations. The combination of theoretical reformulation methodologies and computational trials improves the study's relevance, especially in terms of scalability and solver performance. However, improvements in writing clarity are needed, and the inclusion of a dedicated discussion on the study’s limitations in the conclusion section would further strengthen the overall quality and impact of the manuscript
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