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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 on rice variety profitability in Kerala needs specific revisions relating to its structure, analysis, and presentation to be suitable for publication in this journal. Essential enhancements include incorporating overlooked components, improving analytical rigor, and ensuring clear communication for widespread readership.
	














































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
	Ensure title is concise and keyword-rich.
	

	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
	Structured but lengthy; includes aims, methods, results, conclusion; minor typos (e.g., "ha-" for units).
Limit to 250 words; use past tense for methods/results; quantify key findings precisely; avoid abbreviations without definition.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Present (e.g., KAU rice varieties, yield gap).
Expand to 6-8 MeSH-style terms; ensure consistency (e.g., "OLS regression" vs. full form).
	

	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
	Good context on rice decline in Kerala; clear aims.
Strengthen by citing 2-3 recent gaps in varietal performance studies; end with hypotheses.
	

	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
	Detailed sampling (n=180), CACP costs, OLS model, yield gap formula; pilot survey mentioned.

	

	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
	
	

	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
	Provide table of descriptive statistics for inputs; specify software (e.g., Stata); justify sample size with power analysis; clarify equation notation (e.g., β symbols).
	

	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
	Add ethics approval for farmer surveys; include funding statement.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Tables 1-4 with data; OLS coefficients; subsections misordered (3.1 after 3.2).
Reorder logically (yield first, then costs/returns, regression); add figures for yield gaps/returns; report R², F-stat, VIF for OLS; fix table formatting (e.g., % shares).
	

	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
	Tables present but tabular data messy in extract.
Ensure 4-6 high-res figures (e.g., bar charts for yields); captions selfexplanatory; no images noted.
	

	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
	Integrated in results; links to literature.
Separate into standalone section; compare with similar studies quantitatively; discuss limitations (e.g., cross-sectional data, no weather controls).
	

	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
	Reiterates findings and policy implications.
Shorten; add broader impacts (e.g., climate resilience); avoid new data.
	

	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
	
	

	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
	~15 citations; some DOIs missing; future dates (e.g., FAO 2025).
Use Vancouver/APA consistently; verify all URLs/DOIs; aim for 30+ recent refs; check plausibility of 2025 sources.
	

	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
	Some awkward phrasing, typos (e.g., "factomphos"), inconsistent units.
Proofread professionally; use active voice sparingly; ensure SI units.
	






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.
	NA
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

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

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

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

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

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	NA
	




PART 3

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


	
	Author’s Feedback

	

The work exhibits robust empirical research; however, it requires substantial adjustments regarding ethics declarations, table layout, and model diagnostics to achieve publishable standards. Emphasizing structural integrity and analytical precision will enhance its competitiveness for this journal. Dividing the Discussion part and using visual representations will markedly improve its attractiveness for broad scientific dissemination.
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