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PART 1(Importance of the manuscript) 


	
	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.
	The manuscript addresses an important aspect of agricultural economics by analysing the marketing channels, price spread, and efficiency of makhana in Malda district of West Bengal. Makhana is an emerging high-value crop with increasing demand in domestic and export markets, yet its marketing system remains relatively underexplored. The study provides useful empirical insights into the distribution of returns across different stakeholders and highlights inefficiencies in the value chain. The findings are relevant for policymakers, researchers, and stakeholders interested in improving market linkages, reducing intermediaries, and enhancing producer share in consumer price.
	




PART  2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	


	
	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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 (Good)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	5 (Excellent)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)

	

	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 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	4 (Good)
	

	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 (Needs Improvement)
	

	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
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	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
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	






PART  2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	No
Suggestions:
· The abstract should be shortened and made more concise.
· Avoid repetition of numerical values.
· Clearly state the methodology (sampling and analysis).
· Improve sentence structure and grammar for clarity.
· Present key findings in a more structured way.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY (needs improvement)
Suggestions:
· The methodology section should clearly explain analytical tools used (only tabular analysis is mentioned).
· No statistical validation (e.g., comparison across channels) is provided.
· Some numerical inconsistencies exist (e.g., percentage values like 22.99% to 2.24% appear incorrect).
· Interpretation of results should be more analytical rather than descriptive.
· Duplication of tables (Table 4 and Table 5 appear identical) should be corrected.
· Terminology inconsistencies (e.g., “price reaped” instead of “price received”)
· The formula for marketing efficiency is not properly formatted; brackets are missing. It should be clearly written as MME = PF / (MC + MM).
· In the introduction, the phrase “new organized playe Rs.” contains a typographical error and should be corrected to “players.”
· The term “an financial analysis” should be corrected to “a financial analysis.
· The formatting of table titles is inconsistent (e.g., “Table.1”, “Table - 1”, “Table.1:”) and should be standardized throughout.
· Units are inconsistently written as “Rs Per Kg.” and “Rs. per Kg.”; a uniform format such as “Rs/kg” should be used.
· The sentence “thereby making a profit of Rs.52 to Rs.55/kg, only to sell it…” is awkward and should be simplified for clarity.
· In the Results section, spacing issues are observed (e.g., “Local Assemblers LevelWholesaler Level”), which should be corrected.   
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NO
Suggestions:
· Include more recent studies (2020–2025) on agricultural marketing and value chains.
· Ensure consistent citation format.
· Some references are incomplete or incorrectly formatted.
· Web sources should include proper citation details.
· The reference “Distributo Rs.” contains a typographical error and should be corrected to “Distributors.”

	





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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	
The manuscript addresses a relevant and timely topic in agricultural marketing and provides useful primary data. However, it requires significant improvement in language quality, table formatting, and methodological clarity. Some inconsistencies in numerical values and duplication of tables need careful revision. The manuscript has potential but requires major revision before it can be considered for publication.
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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)

	





Reviewer details:

Midhun V M, UAS Bangalore, India

[bookmark: _GoBack]



Page 1 of 3
V240326


