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PART 1


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 issue in agricultural economics by analyzing the asymmetric price volatility of onion in the Lucknow market, a commodity of considerable economic and social significance in India. The study is relevant for policymakers, traders, and farmers, as it provides insights into price dynamics that are essential for informed decision-making. The use of advanced time series models such as EGARCH, GJR-GARCH, and APARCH reflects a sound methodological approach to capturing nonlinear price behavior. The identification of the ARMA-APARCH model as the best-performing model offers a useful framework for forecasting and potential policy applications. However, the manuscript would benefit from improvements in clarity, language, and depth of discussion to further strengthen its contribution to the literature.

	






PART  2

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 
The title is clear, precise, and fully reflects the study's content, specifying the variable (asymmetric price volatility), the commodity (onion), and the market (Lucknow). 
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The abstract is concise and covers all essential elements: the problem, objective, data, methodology, and key findings. It could have stated the most important recommendation more explicitly.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The keywords are comprehensive and perfectly suited to the study's content, covering the main field (GARCH models, time series), the commodity, and the market, which facilitates the discovery of the research in databases.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The introduction provides a good background on the importance of the onion crop and the issue of price volatility. It also explains the evolution of time series models smoothly and systematically, leading up to the models used.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The main objective of the study is clearly stated at the end of the introduction: "to model and forecast the asymmetric volatility in onion prices in the Lucknow market."
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The study reviews the key foundational references for various GARCH models (e.g., Bollerslev, Nelson, Ding et al.) as well as relatively recent applied studies (e.g., Rakshit et al., 2024), placing the research in its proper scientific context.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The methodology used is sound and perfectly appropriate for the study's objectives. The proper steps for time series analysis were followed, starting with stationarity tests, selecting the optimal ARMA model, and concluding with diagnostic tests (Ljung-Box, ARCH-LM, BDS) that justify the use of GARCH models.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A
The study relies on publicly available secondary data, so there are no direct ethical issues concerning human or animal subjects.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The results are presented in a clear and organized manner using tables and figures. The tables provide key statistical information, test results, and model comparisons in an easily followed way.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
All tables and figures are directly relevant to the content and help clarify the results. Figures 5 and 6 clearly illustrate the return series and the degree to which the model fits the actual data.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
The discussion focuses primarily on interpreting the statistical results of the chosen model. It could be strengthened by comparing these results (e.g., the size of the asymmetry parameter γ) with similar previous studies in other markets or products.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The conclusions are directly based on the results of the statistical analysis. They confirm the presence and magnitude of asymmetric volatility based on the coefficients of the selected model (ARMA-APARCH).
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
The study does not mention any of its limitations. It is important in scientific research to note limitations, such as: relying on only one market (Lucknow), the study period, assumptions about error distribution, or the omission of external variables (e.g., weather, government policies) that might affect prices.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The reference list is adequate, up-to-date, and covers all the models and tests used in the study.

	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The scientific language is sound, and the manuscript is generally written clearly and understandably. There are very minor language errors (e.g., "conforming" instead of "confirming" in the abstract) that do not affect overall comprehension.
	





	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses an important and relevant topic in agricultural economics and demonstrates a solid methodological foundation by employing advanced models such as EGARCH, GJR-GARCH, and APARCH to analyze asymmetric price volatility. However, despite these strengths, the overall quality of the manuscript is affected by several shortcomings that should be addressed before it can be considered for publication.
The main concerns are as follows:
(1) Language and clarity: The manuscript requires substantial revision to correct grammatical errors and improve overall readability and scientific presentation.
(2) Depth of discussion: The discussion section is relatively weak and would benefit from a more comprehensive comparison of the findings—particularly the asymmetry parameter—with those reported in previous studies.
(3) Lack of limitations: A dedicated section discussing the limitations of the study (e.g., focus on a single market, data period, and omission of external factors) is necessary to enhance the rigor and transparency of the research.
In addition, while the empirical analysis is sound, the study offers limited theoretical novelty. Therefore, I recommend Major Revision, allowing the authors to adequately address these issues.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

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